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SENATE- Monday, July 14, 1997 

July 14, 1997 

The Senate met at 12 noon, and was 
called to order by the Honorable PAT 
ROBERTS, a Senator from the State of 
Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
guest Chaplain, the Rev. Paul E. Lavin, 
pastor, St. Joseph's Catholic Church, 
Washington, DC, will deliver the open
ing prayer. 

PRAYER 

The guest Chaplain, the Rev. Paul E. 
Lavin, offered the following prayer: 

Let us join with native Americans 
and others as they honor Blessed 
Kateri Tekakwitha, and let us listen to 
the Word of the Lord from the Book of 
Sirach: 
To the poor man extend your hand, 

that your blessing may be complete; 
Be generous to all the living, 

and withhold not your kindness from 
the dead. 

Avoid not those who weep, 
but mourn with those who mourn; 

Neglect not to visit the sick-
! or those things you will be Zoved.

Sirach 7:32-35. 
Let us pray. 
We praise You Lord for the light of 

creation; we praise You for the light 
You give us in Your law, in the proph
ets, and the wisdom of the Scriptures. 

Lord send Your blessing on these 
servants of Yours, the Senate and their 
staffs. Help them work together in this 
time of need, help them be faithful to 
the light You have given them, and let 
them faithfully serve You in their 
neighbor. 

Glory and praise to You forever and 
ever. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND] . 

The legislative clerk read the fol
lowing letter: 

To the Senate: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, July 14, 1997. 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable PAT ROBERTS, a Sen
ator from the State of Kansas, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore . 

Mr. ROBERTS thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, leader
ship time is reserved. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The distinguished majority leader 
is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I thought since it is going to be 100 

degrees outside today I should wear my 
all-cotton outfit so it would be a little 
bit more comfortable inside the Cham
ber. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today the 

Senate will begin consideration of the 
DOD appropriations bill. I urge all Sen
ators who have amendments to notify 
the chairman and the ranking member. 
They are here, and they are ready to 
proceed with this very important legis
lation. So we need to know what 
amendments will be offered in order to 
make substantial progress today. 

Under the previous order, at 6 o'clock 
this afternoon the Senate will proceed 
to executive session to conduct a clo
ture vote on the nomination of Joel 
Klein to be an Assistant Attorney Gen
eral at the Justice Department. In ac
cordance with the consent agreement, 
if cloture is invoked, there will be an 
additional 3 hours for debate on the 
nomination before the Senate votes on 
the nomination of Mr. Klein. That vote 
may occur tomorrow; therefore, fol
lowing the cloture vote at 6 p.m., the 
Senate will resume the Department of 
Defense appropriations bill. 

As previously announced, it is the 
hope that the Senate will complete ac
tion on three or possibly four major ap
propriations bills this week. Therefore, 
late sessions can be expected and votes 
should be anticipated throughout each 
day of the Senate this week. We hope 
to conclude the Department of Defense 
appropriations bill on Tuesday. We 
would like to then move to the energy 
and water appropriations bill . I believe 
next we would try to go to the foreign 
ops appropriations bill, and then per
haps Friday we would be ready to go to 
legislative appropriations. 

In the interim, we also have a couple 
of bills that we may want to call up for 
consideration. One of them is a wildlife 
refuge bill reported overwhelmingly 
from the House of Representatives and 
held at the desk; and another one is 
having to do with dolphin legislation 

which has been reported from the Com
merce Committee. We may look at an 
opportunity to begin consideration of 
that legislation on Friday of this week. 

I thank my colleagues for their co
operation. 

I yield the floor. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now proceed to the consid
eration of S . 1005, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1005) making appropriations for 

the Department of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1998, and for other pur
poses. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Who seeks time? 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Alaska is rec
ognized. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
Appropriations Committee staff be 
granted floor privileges during the con
sideration of this bill, S. 1005, and also 
for a legislative fellow on detail to our 
committee: Steve Cortese, Dona Pate, 
Jay Kimmitt, Justin Weddle, Michelle 
Randolph, Mazie Mattson, Mary Mar
shall, Gary Reese, Susan Hogan, John 
Young, Sid Ashworth, Kelly Hartline, 
Charlie Houy, Emelie East, and Mike 
Morris. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. STEVENS. It includes the re
quest for the minority. 

Mr. President, we are now consid
ering the Defense Appropriations Act 
for the fiscal year 1998. This is the first 
of the 1998 appropriations bills that 
will come before the Senate. I am 
pleased that we can commence this 
year's work with the focus on national 
security. 

To date, the Appropriations Com
mittee has reported three bills to the 
Senate; defense, foreign operations, 
and energy and water. 

Tomorrow, our committee will report 
three additional bills; we believe the 
legislative branch; Treasury, general 
Government; and Commerce, State, 
Justice. 

On Thursday, the committee will re
port the Transportation, Agriculture, 
military construction, and HUD- VA 
and NASA bills. That is our hope. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are nor spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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In all, if we can do that, the com

mittee will have reported 12 of the 13 
bills prior to the August recess. The 
District of Columbia bill will await ac
tion by the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee on the administration's plan to 
change the Federal payment program 
for the District of Columbia. 

I state at the outset that this sched
ule is possible because of the bipartisan 
approach that Senator ROBERT BYRD 
and I have developed as we have 
worked together not only now but over 
the years and the cooperation between 
our staffs on all these bills. 

I urge the Senate to maintain that 
bipartisan approach to this appropria
tions process. We have sought and the 
leader has pledged to assist in obtain
ing floor time to move these bills to 
conference this month. 

We will not be able to meet our Octo
ber 1 deadline to complete action on 
these spending bills unless we move 
them expeditiously here on the floor 
and get them to a conference com
mittee prior to the time we leave in 
August so that all of our and the staff 
work related to the conferences may be 
completed during that period and our 
staffs also have time to take some 
needed leave then, too. 

This bill was reported by the Appro
priations Committee to the Senate by 
a unanimous vote of 28 to 0. That again 
reflects the bipartisan approach that 
my colleague and friend, Senator 
INOUYE of Hawaii, and I have tried to 
maintain with regard to this sub
committee. 

This bill is within the 602(b) alloca
tion for the Defense Subcommittee. It 
provides $247 billion in spending au
thority for 1998. That is an increase of 
$3.25 billion over the President's re
quest and $3.1 billion over the 1997 ap
propriations, but it is consistent with 
the allocation under the budget agree
ment which was reached with the 
President. 

The 602(b) allocation for the Defense 
Subcommittee is $1.l billion below that 
provided to the House subcommittee. 
Consistent with the budget agreement, 
our Appropriations Committee allo
cated a larger share of the defense 050 
function for defense nuclear energy 
programs. That is under the energy and 
water bill chaired by the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICIJ. Those 
i terns are funded in the energy and 
water development bill that the Senate 
will consider immediately after this 
bill. 

At the request of Senator INOUYE and 
myself, the Subcommittee on Defense 
Appropriations recommended a bal
anced bill to the full committee, and 
we believe that it addresses key fund
ing needs for personnel, readiness, and 
modernization at the Department of 
Defense. 

This bill and our report have been 
available to all Senators since Friday 
morning of last week. I will not de-

scribe the bill in detail but will touch 
on a few of the key items. 

Our bill fully funds the authorized 
end strength for the military personnel 
for 1998, including the 2.8-percent pay 
raise. We have added $380 million for 
real property maintenance, with $100 
million set aside for refurbishing Army 
barracks. 

We have increased funding for the re
quest for environmental restoration, 
particularly at formerly used defense 
sites. And $1.9 billion is provided for 
overseas contingency operations in 
Southwest Asia and Bosnia, and $261 
million is added to correct a second 
consecutive failure by the Department 
of Defense to adequately fund military 
health care programs. We have ade
quately funded it to the extent that we 
have money to do so. 

We have added $437 million to the 
budget request to meet the minimum 
spending needs of the Army National 
Guard. I want to take just a moment, 
Mr. President, to thank all of my col
leagues who joined with Senator BOND, 
Senator FORD, Senator INOUYE, and 
myself to sponsor legislation last week 
to elevate the rank and status of the 
Chief of the National Guard. 

The adoption of that legislation as an 
amendment to S. 936, the National De
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year 
1998, will help ensure that the National 
Guard 's needs will be met during the 
formulation of the Department's budg
et and not solely by the intervention of 
Congress. 

I am going to repeat that. It has 
taken the intervention of Congress 
each year to try to get the Guard the 
money it needs to perform its job. I be
lieve this amendment will go a long 
way toward changing that status. I ask 
unanimous consent that the list of co
sponsors for the National Guard 
amendment be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

COSPONSORS FOR THE NATIONAL GUARD 
LEGISLATION 

Senators Stevens, Inouye, Bond, Ford, 
Cochran, Domenici, McConnell, Burns, Shel- . 
by, and Gregg. 

Senators Bennett, Campbell, Craig, Fair
cloth, Hutchinson, Byrd, Hollings, Leahy, 
Bumpers, and Lautenberg. 

Senators Mikulski, Reid, Murray, Dorgan, 
Boxer, Wyden, Torricelli, Smith of Oregon, 
Sarbanes, and Murkowski. 

Senators Landrieu, Johnson, Jeffords, 
Feinstein, Enzl, DeWine, D'Amato, Conrad, 
Bryan, and Breaux. 

Senators Bingaman, Akaka, Frist, Rob
erts, Baucus, Daschle, Sessions, Roth, and 
Mack. 

Mr. STEVENS. Senator INOUYE and I 
have listened closely to the priorities 
identified by the service chiefs in re
viewing the modernization accounts. 
And $3.8 billion has been provided over 
the budget request to address aviation, 
shipbuilding, munitions, and support 
equipment needs in the procurement 
accounts. 

Our bill includes an additional $616 
million for research and development 
and includes an increase of $474 million 
for national missile defense and $175 
million for additional breast cancer re
search. 

The bill includes nearly $700 million 
for counterdrug missions, and includes 
funds for the Gulf States initiative, 
and authority for the National Guard 
to spend an additional $50 million for 
counterdrug missions during fiscal 
year 1998. 

Consistent with the President's re
quest, the bill provides $300 million for 
support of the defense missions under
taken by the Coast Guard. 

The bill before the Senate reflects 11 
hearings undertaken by this sub
committee since February, reviewing 
all aspects of our defense program. Ad
ditionally, many priorities identified 
in this bill reflect visits by Members to 
defense bases here at home and abroad. 

This year we have taken three com
mittee delegations overseas to evalu
ate how this money should be spent. In 
January we visited Israel, Egypt, Jor
dan, the Gaza, Kuwait, Morocco, Saudi 
Arabia, Hungary, Italy, and Bosnia. 

In March, we met with senior Rus
sian military leaders in Khabarosvk, 
Sakalin, and Vladivostok and held 
talks with senior officials of the North 
Korean Government in Pyongyang. We 
also visited South Korea prior to that 
visit. 

Last month, we went to Brussels and 
met with the Secretary-General of 
NATO and senior United States com
manders to better understand the situ
ation in Bosnia and the potential costs 
to the United States taxpayer of NATO 
expansion. 

Through these experiences, many of 
us have drawn a strong impression that 
we are spending too much overseas, Mr. 
President, with too little oversight by 
Congress of commitments made by our 
regional U.S. commanders whom we 
call the CINC's. 

Senator INOUYE and I have discussed 
these concerns at length with the Sec
retary of Defense, Bill Cohen. In re
sponse to our efforts, DOD is taking 
steps to reduce forces in Southwest 
Asia and in the vicinity of Bosnia. Sec
retary Cohen informed us just prior to 
the markup of this bill in the full com
mittee that the Department will re
duce overseas Joint Chiefs of Staff ex
ercises in 1998 and will reduce the size 
of joint and unified headquarters over
seas. 

As a result of these consultations, 
the committee adopted modest reduc
tions to the budget for programs in 
these areas. We are indebted to Sec
retary Cohen for his cooperation with 
us. I will say I think this bill reflects 
the relationship he has developed not 
only with Senator INOUYE and myself 
but with all members of the Defense 
Subcommittee. 

Beyond these operations, the com
mittee has also pressed for greater fi
nancial oversight of the regional CINC 
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operation. The Vice Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, Gen. Joe Ralston, has led 
this effort to increase financial limits 
and visibility on the deployment deci
sions that are made by the CINC's. 

Mr. President, it is my judgment 
that no military officer has the unilat
eral right to commit U.S. forces and 
taxpayer dollars overseas without the 
approval of the Secretary of Defense, 
the President of the United States, and 
the concurrence of Congress, and, spe
cifically, to spend money, it is required 
there be express appropriations of 
funds for that purpose. I am talking 
about increasing deployment overseas 
of U.S. forces and increasing and ex
pending from taxpayer dollars by CINC 
operations. 

This committee will not hesitate to 
reduce the funding available to the De
partment and severely limit the De
partment's spending and flexibility un
less further progress is made in this 
area. I want to make certain we have 
no desire to interfere with the Presi
dent 's role as Commander in Chief, nor 
do we have difficulty with the role 
played by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

But military officers in command in 
the field cannot obligate our Nation to 
long-term overseas expenditures or de
ployments-they have been doing so, 
Mr. President, and that must come to 
an end. That is what is increasing the 
defense budget. Decisions made in the 
field without proper knowledge being 
transmitted to Congress on the com
mitments that are being made abroad, 
long-term commitments- in one in
stance, we were told it was a 20- to 50-
year deployment that construction was 
being planned on, and not one word had' 
been said to Congress about a deploy
ment of that length. 

Mr. President, there are many other 
issues in the bill that I could speak 
about at this time. It is time for me to 
yield to my distinguished comanager of 
this bill , my good friend, the senior 
Senator from Hawaii, Senator INOUYE. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, may I 
first thank my distinguished friend 
from Alaska for his very generous re
marks. 

Mr. President, I rise this day to offer 
my complete support for the fiscal year 
1998 DOD appropriations bill. As noted 
by the chairman of this committee, 
this bill is well within the budget 
agreement. It is about $1.2 billion 
below the amount authorized last week 
by the Senate for these programs. I 
should point out to all of my col
leagues that the chairman and I are 
hopeful we will not have to reconsider 
items that were debated and voted 
upon last week. 

Let me assure my colleagues that we 
intend to modify this bill to conform to 
many of the changes that were ap
proved by the Senate last week. We 
look forward to working with Members 
and their staffs over the next 24 hours 
to ensure that their views are heard. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to report 
to my colleagues that this is a good 
bill. It is a product of a truly bipar
tisan process. As the chairman pointed 
out, this bill received unanimous sup
port from members of the Appropria
tions Committee. For those of us who 
have had the privilege and great honor 
of serving in this body for many years, 
you will know that it is almost impos
sible to get unanimous support from 
the members of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Therefore, I wish to commend Chair
man STEVENS and his capable staff in 
putting this bill together. It is a tough 
bill, but, Mr. President, it is a fair bill. 
It protects both the interests of the 
Nation and those of the individual 
Members of this body. 

It is very clear that the top priority 
of this bill is supporting our troops, the 
men and women who are willing to 
stand in harm's way to safeguard the 
Nation. Our chairman, Chairman STE
VENS, has pointed out in great detail 
the items that are found in this meas
ure, and included in these items we 
find the procurement of many nec
essary weapons systems. Each of these 
recommendations, I believe, will help 
improve the capability of the Defense 
Department to protect and defend our 
Nation, and, most importantly, it will 
help to deter aggression against the 
United States and its interests. 

Many of my colleagues have com
mented, why are we spending all this 
money? Mr. President, one may think 
that we are in the business of making 
war. But essentially and fundamen
tally., we are in the business of pre
venting war, and we have learned from 
experience, bloody experience, that the 
most effective way to prevent war is to 
be prepared for war, and to be prepared 
for war, we taxpayers will be called 
upon to spend some money. If given a 
choice of our citizens dying on the field 
or spending more money so that this 
can be prevented, I am certain all of us 
would go for the latter. 

This bill also provides for programs 
which may not be directly defense in 
nature, but I think it somehow gives a 
fuller picture of the Congress of the 
United States. We have in this measure 
$175 million for breast cancer. I am cer
tain most people realize that the 
women in the military, like women 
outside the service, may have to face 
this tragedy with breast cancer. 

Though we are not directly respon
sible for the Coast Guard, as the chair
man pointed out, we have $300 million 
included in this measure to support the 
Coast Guard. Mr. President, the Coast 
Guard is one of the great institutions 
and services that we do not hear 
enough about. They are out there 24 
hours a day, saving lives. They are out 
there monitoring the seas in our be
half. But importantly, in times of war 
and peace, they carry out military mis
sions. They carried out great missions 

in the gulf war, though you very sel
dom hear about them. We also have, 
Mr. President, in this measure , a sum 
of $48 million to maintain a program 
that our National Guard has been car
rying on for troubled young people. It 
has been one of the most successful 
programs we have had in dealing with 
troubled teenagers. 

We also have added nearly $40 million 
above the budget request for drug 
interdiction. We are in the business of 
using DOD assets for fighting drugs. 
We have $1.3 billion to restore the envi
ronment. The Department of Defense is 
a responsible citizen, a responsible 
neighbor. Let it not be forgotten, they, 
like all of us, are concerned about the 
environment. 

So, Mr. President, may I once again 
advise my colleagues that this is a 
good bill. It is a tough bill, but it is a 
fair bill. The Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee faced several challenges 
in fashioning this bill, including reduc
ing funding by $1.2 billion below the 
amounts authorized. We wanted to 
spend the whole amount authorized, 
but the committee felt at this time in 
our history that expenditure was not 
necessary, and other defense-related 
needs were a higher priority. As a re
sult, this is a tight bill. However, it 
satisfies the highest priority needs of 
the Defense Department while living 
within the constraints of the sub
committee's present allocation. 

So, Mr. President, I urge all the 
Members of this Senate to support this 
measure. Once again, I thank my chair
man, the great Senator from Alaska, 
for his generous words. 

AMENDMENT NO. 837 

(Purpose: To provide an additional $60 mil
lion for " Former Soviet Threat Reduction" 
activities for fiscal year 1998) 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment that I send to the desk. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. S'l'EVENS] 

proposes an amendment numbered 837. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 30, line 5, strike the number 

" $2,431,741,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" $2,411,741,000"; 

On page 28, line number 9, strike the num
ber " $2,865,800,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
''$2,832,800,000'' ; 

On page 20, line number 12, strike the num
ber " $322,200,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
''$382,200,000'' . 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
will restore $60 million to the Former 
Soviet Union Threat Reduction Pro
gram. We call it the Nunn-Lugar Pro
gram. It will fully fund the prog-ram. 
We had reduced $60 million in accord
ance with the Senate Armed Services 
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Committee 's original reduction. Dur
ing debate on the floor last week of the 
Armed Services bill, this item was in
creased. Since it is the only one that 
was really a substantial increase, we 
seek to have this adopted. 

We have no jurisdiction over Depart
ment of Energy funds, and we have 
used different offsets to restore this $60 
million, but we seek to have this 
amendment adopted because it is a 
major difference between the Armed 
Services bill and this bill represented 
by our committee. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. P resident, I am 
pleased to say this matter has the con
currence on the minority. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. · 

The amendment (No. 837) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay it on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to state to the Senate that while we 
have been told there are some possible 
amendments, I have not been informed 
of any Senator's intent, for sure, to 
offer an amendment. I do want to tell 
the Senate I intend to move to go to 
third reading if there are not amend
ments brought to us and offered for de
bate. 

We have a very long program for ap
propriations this week and we hope to 
finish three, maybe four, maybe even 
five of the bills this week. If this bill is 
not going to be the subject of amend
ments today, we should know that 
soon. We are obligated to go to debate 
on the cloture motion at 6 o'clock, but 
we could, if the Senators would bring 
their amendments over here prior to 
that time, finish the debate on signifi
cant amendments and vote on them 
after the consideration of the cloture 
motion or as soon as the vote on clo
ture is over, and enable us to move to 
another appropriation tomorrow. 

It is our hope that Senators will 
present their amendments now. It is 
hard to get people to listen, but I hope 
they will listen because I am g·oing to 
move to . go to third reading if we do 
not have substantive amendments pre
sented here before that time comes. 

Mr. INOUYE. If I may, Mr. President, 
I wish to most vigorously associate 
myself with the remarks of my chair
man. He means what he says. If my col
leagues do not have amendments 
ready, we are ready to go to third read
ing. This is an important measure and 
therefore it should not be held up. I 
hope our colleagues will respond to our 
chairman's request that amendments 
be brought up. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
two of us wish to emphasize to the Sen
ate that this bill came out of our com-

mittee by unanimous vote. It has been 
a long time since that happened. But 
we have personally reviewed the re
quests from every Member of the Sen
ate presented to our committee and we 
have done our best to allocate the mon
eys that were available. Not all of 
those requests were satisfied, I am sad 
to state. But under the circumstances, 
I do not expect substantial disagree
ment with this bill. But if there is any 
disagreement, we would like to know it 
now because we do intend to move for
ward to other bills, if we can. The en
ergy and water bill is ready to come be
fore the Senate as soon as this one is 
over. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

understand the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia will have a state
ment to make. Following that state
ment I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess until 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL
LINS). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The Senator from West Virginia is 
recognized. 

JOE CAMEL'S DEMISE 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, on Fri

day, July 11, I read of the retirement of 
the giant advertising mogul, the 
macho , motorcycle-riding, man-beast, 
popularly known as Joe Camel. 

Apparently old Joe is throwing in the 
towel and forever taking off his black, 
wrap-around shades to pack his hump 
and slip quietly off to the 
anthropomorphic rest home for flashy 
marketing tools. It is rumored that his 
bunk mates will be that patch-wearing, 
black-and-white spotted seller of 
Budweiser, Spuds McKenzie and Alex, 
the Golden Retriever who finally wore 
himself out retrieving bottles of Strohs 
beer from the refrigerator for his ever
demanding master. 

r; for one, will not lament Joe's de
parture from the American advertising 
scene. Maybe R.J. Reynolds' decision 
to retire him from the murky business 
of luring impressionable young people 
to " light up" will influence other cor
porate giants like Budweiser to " kick 
the habit" and ask their famous. mono
syllable frogs to croak their last croak. 
Budweiser might even finally be moved 
to blow the whistle on the " Bud Bowl." 

Our kids are faced with enough temp
tations through peer pressure, and be
cause of the influence of a fast-paced, 
morally anemic society without the in
fluence of cute and clever cartoon se
ducers such as Joe the Camel; the 
Budweiser frogs; football-helmeted, 
dancing beer bottles; or pomp and cir
cumstance parading dogs, holding 
bourbon bottles instead of diplomas in 
their mouths. 

All of these Madison A venue devices, 
designed to project harmless or hip im
ages to young impressionable minds, 
only serve to reenforce the lure of a 
sterile, pleasure-seeking existence 
which suggests no goals, but a good 
time on Saturday night. 

I, for one, am delighted with the 
news of Joe Camel 's departure and 
heartened by the fact that at least 
some in our attention-fractured, apa
thetic society have been outraged by 
the not-so-subliminal attempts to use 
children to fill up corporate coffers. 
There is a lesson here for those whose 
allegiance to profits outweighs any 
sense of moral obligation. It is, to par
aphrase a famous quote, that those 
who ride the back of the tiger, or the 
camel for that matter, might just end 
up inside. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

RECESS 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I ask 

that the Senate stand in recess until 2 
o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until 2 p.m. today. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:59 p.m ., 
recessed until 2:03 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mrs. 
HUTCHISON]. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, 
again, I will state to the Senate we are 
awaiting any amendments that may be 
offered to this bill , the Defense appro
priations bill for 1998. And if we do not 
soon have one, we will take that as an 
indication that there are no amend
ments and move to third reading. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further call of 
the quorum be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, what 
is the pending order of business? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending order is S. 1005, the armed 
services appropriations bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 839 

(Purpose: To correct t~e source of the fund
ing provided in the bill for procurement of 
digital terrain systems for F-16 aircraft) 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk in be
half of Senator MIKULSKI, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], for 

Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amendment num
bered 839. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 29, line 15, strike out 

" $6,375,847 ,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" $6,390,847 ,000". 

On page 33, line 16, strike out 
" $14,142,873,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" $14,127 ,873,000". 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, this 
amendment was considered by the Sen
ate in the authorizing session. It was 
cleared by the Senate and I ask the Ap
propriations Committee to incorporate 
that in the bill. It has been cleared by 
both sides. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, 
this corrects the account in which this 
money was supposed to appear. There 
is no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 839) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 840 

(Purpose: To provide $4,500,000 for an author
ized joint Department of Defense-Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs program of coop
erative clinical trials at multiple sites to 
assess the effectiveness of protocols for 
treating Persian Gulf veterans who suffer 
from ill-defined or undiagnosed conditions) 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on be
half of Mr. DODD of Connecticut and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], for 

Mr. DODD, proposes an amendment numbered 
840. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 32, line 25, after " 1999" insert the 
following: " : Provided, That, of the amount 
appropriated under this heading, $4,500,000 is 
available for a joint Department of Defense
Department of Veterans Affairs program of 
cooperative clinical trials at multiple sites 
to assess the effectiveness of protocols for 
treating Persian Gulf veterans who suffer 
from ill-defined or undiagnosed conditions". 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, this 
amendment was considered during the 
debate of the authorization bill and it 
provides $4.5 million for Persian Gulf 
illness treatment. It has been cleared 
by both sides, Madam President. 

Mr. STEVENS. There is no objection 
to this amendment. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate , the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 840) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 841 

(Purpose: To earmark $5.0 million from the 
funds appropriated for Research, Develop
ment, Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide 
for a facial recognition technology pro
gram) 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk for Mr. 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], for 

Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an amendment num
bered 841. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 34, before the period on line 3, add 

the following: " : Provided, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading, $5,000,000 
shall be available for a facial recognition 
techology program'' . 

Mr. INOUYE. This amendment has 
been cleared by the authorizing com
mittee. It has been cleared by both 
managers. 

Mr. STEVENS. There is no objection 
to the Kennedy amendment. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 841) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr . . STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 842 

(Purpose: To increase by $2,000,000 the 
amount appropriated for research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation, Defense, in 
order to provide for a joint service core re
search program to develop a prototype hy
brid integrated sensor array for chemical 
and biological point detection) 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk in be-

half of Ms. SNOWE and Ms. COLLINS and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] 

for Ms. SNOWE, for herself and Ms. COLLINS, 
proposes an amendment numbered 842. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 34, line 3 at the appropriate place 

insert the following: ": Provided , That, 
$2,000,000 shall be made available only for a 
joint service core research project to develop 
a prototype hybrid integrated sensor array 
for chemical and biological point detection. " 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, 
this amendment earmarks $2 million 
for a project that was inserted into the 
Defense authorization bill by amend
ment in this last week's consideration. 
We ask for its consideration. 

Mr. INOUYE. No objection. 
THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 842) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the chairman of the Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee, Senator 
STEVENS, and the ranking minority 
members, Senator INOUYE, for accept
ing this very crucial amendment which 
I have proudly cosponsored with Sen
ator SNOWE. 

With the recent proliferation of 
chemical weapons and the increasing 
uncertainty of rogue nations' ability to 
wage chemical and biological war, I 
strongly believe that this additional $2 
million in funding is essential to prop
erly address this very serious threat. 

A joint service core research program 
will make possible the development of 
a prototype hybrid integrated sensor 
array for chemical and biological point 
detection for personnel use on the bat
tlefield. While it is my hope that some 
day sensors of this type are not nec
essary, until such time , I will continue 
to ensure that our service men and 
women are not left unaware or unpro
tected. 

Again, I extend my sincere thanks to 
Senator STEVENS and Senator INOUYE 
for supporting this critical amendment 
and I thank my fellow Maine colleague, 
Senator SNOWE, for her leadership on 
this matter as well. 

AMENDMENT NO. 843 

(Purpose: To earmark $6.0 million of the 
funds appropriated in Research, Develop
ment, Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide 
for a conventional munitions demilitariza
tion program) 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on be
half of Senator SESSIONS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 

for Mr. SESSIONS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 843: 

On page 34, before the period on line 3, add 
the following: ": Provided, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading, $6,000,000 
shall be available for a conventional muni
tions demilitarization demonstration pro
gram' '. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, 
this amendment would appropriate an 
increase of $6 million to the budget re
quest for the Explosive Demilitariza
tion Technology Program [PE 63104D] 
to conduct a demonstration program at 
Anniston Army Depot. This is a much
needed demonstration of current com
mercial off-the-shelf blast chamber 
technology as an acceptable alter
native to open burning/open pit detona
tion [OB/OD] by reducing significantly 
emissions and noise caused by OB/OD. 
The demonstration has nationwide ap
plication if successful and is in keeping 
with the military's program of con
tinuing technology evaluation of de
militarization methods for existing 
conventional ammunition as described 
in the Joint Demilitarization Study, 
September 1995, page II-4-14, a study 
prepared for the Director, Environ
mental and Life Sciences, Defense Re
search and Engineering, Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

Annually we spend millions of dollars 
on the production of new munitions of 
all types. At the other end of the pipe
line however is the vexing problem of 
disposing of outdated munitions of all 
types. The enormity of the problem for 
this Nation is this: The stocks man
aged by the Army, DOD's Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition [MCA], cur
rently stored in 26 States totals ap
proximately 449,308 tons of material 
and costs over $12 million annually to 
store according to a DOD 1995 Joint De
militarization Study. More serious 
however is the fact that the study pre
dicts an additional 730,420 tons will be 
generated into that stockpile by the 
end of fiscal year 2001. 

Let me state again the magnitude of 
the problem for the Nation: through 
the end of fiscal year 2001, over 1.2 mil
lion tons of material will pass through 
or reside in the military conventional 
ammunition account. This is enough 
ammunition to exceed 2,800 earth-cov
ered magazines and will cost over $1.2 
billion to destroy if we assume that it 
costs approximately $120 million to de
stroy 107;000 tons of material using fis
cal year 1995 projections. The tech
nology in the COTS blast chamber has 
the potential of mitigating local envi
ronmental concerns; the potential of 
increasing destruction throughput; and 
is capable of destroying in a safe and 
environmentally sound manner greater 
than 98 percent of the explosives the 
DOD stores utilizing particulate bag 
house technology at locations in Amer
ica, Europe, and the Pacific. 

Alabama stores in excess of 22,437 
tons of material ranking us fifth in size 

of stockpile. Environmental consider
ations are of paramount importance to 
me and to a balanced national level de
militarized program. I think DOD, the 
Army, and the Joint Ordnance Com
manders Group, Demilitarization and 
Disposal Subgroup, are playing a major 
role in ensuring that our various stor
age sites, to include Anniston Army 
Depot, are in compliance with Federal, 
State, and local regulations. Likewise, 
I think the DOD is also quite sensitive 
to public opinion. While better cost-ef
ficient ways must be found to destroy 
this seemingly unlimited amount of 
material, we must take advantage now 
of new technologies in the R&D stage 
to compliment the current OM/OD 
method of destruction, with the view 
that not in the too distant future those 
technologies will not only replace 
aging organic demilitarization facili
ties, but close the chapter on the risky 
OB/OD method before the environ
mental challenges close the book for 
us. 

The , JOCG cited three environmental 
challenges in a study to be considered 
in life cycle management of the demili
tarization program. They are: permit
ting facilities, disposal of residuals, 
and cleanup. With new technologies the 
effects of each can be mitigated and 
give local communities new hope that 
their environment will no longer be 
fouled by OB/OD. 

On June 19 Anniston Army Depot re
ceived permission from the State of 
Alabama to proceed with the construc
tion of its chemical weapons disposal 
facility. This is an emotionally 
charged issue, but one that will be 
managed every step of the way with 
safety of the operation and concern for 
the community as its highest prior
ities. Previous plants in our country 
are proving that this can be done. How
ever, conventional ammunition de
struction lags behind, in my . opinion, 
on both counts. For this reason I 
strongly believe that a demonstration 
program at Anniston involving COTS 
blast chamber technology begins the 
long awaited opportunity to rid north 
Alabama of another type of munition 
material, that only grows more unsta
ble with time and will furnish the data 
upon which the JOCG can make full
scale development decisions for other 
locations in the country. 

Today, TOW missile rounds, cur
rently in storage, are experiencing 
storage problems and must be dealt 
with as a higher destruction priority 
over older missiles. Storage quantities 
for TOW missiles reaches nearly 400,000 
rounds. I cannot conceive that OB/O, in 
Alabama or anywhere else in the Na
tion, is the most efficient and most re
sponsible method of destruction for 
these missiles. Other methodologies 
must be utilized and they must be dem
onstrated now. 

The COTS blast chamber I am recom
mending for this demonstration pro-

gram is totally enclosed, constructed 
of steel and consists of a hydraulic 
chamber door, exhaust fan and over
pressure controls. The chamber is large 
enough to accommodate the TOW mis
siles I described above and allows the 
military additional flexibility in de
stroying some of those munitions even 
as the demonstration matures. Noise 
measurement of 0.5 percent of what is 
allowable by the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration are cited by 
the manufacturer. Emission controls 
for exhaust rates and temperatures are 
also controlled. The chamber will work 
with Anniston's current Subpart X per
mits, and according to the manufac
turer the blast chamber is 80 percent 
cleaner than OB/OD. These are pl uses 
for any community in our country. 

In sum, the people of this Nation 
should not have to wait for the perfect 
system to evolve when a very good sys
tem is currently on hand and available 
to demonstrate that it can do the job 
for which it was designed more effi
ciently. Our environment will not wait; 
the munitions will not wait, and the 
people should not have to wait for the 
slow wheels of government to find the 
perfect solution. Let us begin moving 
now, by bringing this demonstration 
program on line in fiscal year 1998 and 
see if we as a country cannot benefit 
from a simple technology that can get 
the job done. 

Madam President, I would like to 
personally thank Senator STEVENS for 
his support and for including this im
portant DOD appropriations bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, 
this amendment shifts $6 million to 
cover a demonstration project that was 
authorized by the Defense authoriza
tion bill pursuant to an amendment of
fered by Senator SESSIONS. 

Mr. INOUYE. This has been cleared 
on the Democratic side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 843) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 844 

(Purpose: To reduce to $1,000,000 the thresh
old amount for the applicability of the re
quirement for advance matching of Depart
ment of Defense disbursements to par
ticular obligations) 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on be
half of Senator GRASSLEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 

for Mr. GRASSLEY, proposes an amendment 
numbered 844. 
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Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. . Effective on June 30, 1998, section 

8106(a) of the Department of Defense Appro
priations Act, 1997 (titles I through VIII of 
the matter under section lOl(b) of Public 
Law 104-208; 110 Stat. 3009- 111; 10 U.S.C. 113 
note), is amended by striking out " $3,000,000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof " $1,000,000". 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
understand the committee is prepared 
to accept my amendment on Depart
ment of Defense [DOD] disbursements. 

My amendment is simple and 
straightforward. 

It says that each disbursement made 
by the DOD over $1 million must be 
matched with the correct obligation 
before payment is made. 

It also says that this threshold must 
be met by June 30, 1998. 

This is the next , logical step in a 
process that began with section 8137 of 
the fiscal year 1995 DOD Appropria
tions Act. 

My amendment is fully consistent 
with the policy first adopted in 1994. 

This policy has been developed under 
the leadership of my friend from Alas
ka, Senator STEVENS, and my friend 
from Hawaii, Senator INOUYE. 

This policy has been incorporated in 
the last three appropriations bills-fis
cal years 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

The policy is embodied in section 8106 
of the current law. 

The current law says that all dis
bursements over $3 million must be 
prematched. That 's down from $5 mil
lion the previous year. 

What we are trying to do is gradually 
ratchet down the dollar thresholds. I 
think there is a general consensus for 
cranking down the thresholds. The 
DOD inspector general [IG] , Ms. Elea
nor Hill, has said we need to do it. 

This is what she said in a letter to 
the committee Chairman: 

We agree with the plan to continue low
ering the dollar threshold for prevalidation 
of all contract payments made by DOD. 

Mr. Richard Keevey, Director of the 
Defense Finance and Accounting Serv
ice [DF AS] has said exactly the same 
thing but in stronger terms. 

This is what Mr. Keevey said in testi
mony before the Governmental Affairs 
Committee on May 1: 

To prevent future problem disbursements, 
the department will require that every dis
bursement be prevalidated, that is, matched 
to an obligation before payment is made. 
... Our ultimate goal is to validate all dis
bursements to zero. 

DOD has a plan for meeting the dol
lar thresholds set in law. 

There is one small problem, however. 
The problem is at DOD's major con
tract payment center at Columbus, OH. 
DOD says the Columbus center cannot 

meet the $1 million threshold until 
June 1999. When we launched this pol
icy back in 1994, DOD claimed it would 
be years before it could make the re
quired matches. 

Well, despite all the bureaucratic 
roadblocks, DOD found a way to get 
the job done. DOD is making the 
matches today. 

Second, meeting the $1 million 
threshold should be no big deal. 

With all of DOD's cutting edge tech
nology, it should be a piece of cake. 
DFAS Columbus processes no more 
than 11,000 payments annually that ex
ceed the $1 million threshold. 

That's chicken feed, Madam Presi
dent. 

Banks, for example, routinely handle 
500,000 account matching operations in 
a single day. So why can't DOD do it? 
DOD seems to be working hard to meet 
the dollar thresholds mandated by Con
gress. I fee'l like the momentum is in 
the right direction. 

But recent GAO and IG audits clearly 
indicate we still have a long way to go. 
There's still much more work to be 
done. 

My amendment will help to keep the 
pressure on. It will help the Depart
ment reach the ultimate goal: to vali
date every disbursement prior to pay
ment. 

Until we reach that goal , DOD's fi
nancial accounts will remain vulner
able to theft and abuse. 

Madam President, I thank the chair
man and ranking minority member for 
their leadership and support on this 
issue. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, 
Senator GRASSLEY and the Defense 
Comptroller, Mr. Hamre, have been ne
gotiating concerning this subject. It 
will reduce the deviation ceiling and 
billing for the Department of Defense 
on June 30, 1998, to $1 million. It is 
being offered by me on behalf of Sen
ator GRASSLEY with the understanding 
that the Department of Defense does 
concur in this amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 844) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, 
that was the work product of our hot
line so far. We are trying to work out 
amendments as they are received. 
Again , we urge that Members bring 
their amendments to the floor and no
tify us of their intention to do so. At 
this time, we only know of one amend
ment that is to be forthcoming. My un
derstanding is that that Senator will 
present it soon. Meanwhile , I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

RECESS 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 

still awaiting the arrival of Senators 
who have indicated they may have 
amendments to offer. 

I ask that the Senate stand in recess 
until 4 p.m. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 3:23 p.m. , recessed until 4:01 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer [Mr. STEVENS]. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
will shortly offer an amendment to this 
bill. It is an amendment that many of 
us are working on. We worked on it 
last week for the Defense authorization 
bill. It deals with Bosnia and exactly 
what our mission is in Bosnia, and the 
possibility that we are looking at a 
change to · that mission without con
gressional consul ta ti on. 

I want to step back and talk about 
U.S. foreign policy in general over the 
last 4 years since I have been a Member 
of the U.S. Senate. 

What concerns me is the lack of focus 
and the lack of stability in our foreign 
policy that, unfortunately, creates a 
vacuum that can be filled by either our 
allies or our adversaries. Since the last 
4 years have seen many missions with 
U.S. troops both under the U.N. um
brella and the NATO umbrella, I think 
it is important for us to take a step 
back and look at what happens when 
there is a vacuum. 

As I have observed since President 
Clinton has been in office , it seems 
that someone is always wanting the 
United States to do more. Sometimes 
it is our allies asking us to send more 
aid, put more troops on the ground, go 
into police missions-missions to cap
ture; not kill. If you look at the use of 
our troops over the last 4 years, we 
have, in fact, been drawn into conflicts 
sometimes not really even knowing 
why we were involved. 

Starting with Somalia. Somalia was 
a U.N. mission. Our mission was to feed 
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starving people and starving children 
in Somalia because we heard the re
ports coming back and saw the pictures 
of starving people. No one in the world 
could look at those pictures and not 
say we have to do something. So under 
the U .N. auspices, we did go to feed the 
starving people. 

But then there was a mission creep-
from feeding starving people to cap
turing a warlord, Aideed. Because we 
had a mission creep that Congress was 
not prepared for, we lost 18 Army 
Rangers without even realizing that 
the U.S. mission had changed. What 
was the result? The result is that 
Aideed outlasted the United States. 
There was not much of a change in So
malia. Yet, we lost 18 Army Rangers. 

Then consider Haiti. Under the guise 
of installing a democratically elected 
President, United States forces in a 
U.N. mission invaded the island of 
Haiti. We spent $1 billion, American 
Defense dollars, dollars that we took 
from other Defense priorities, whether 
it was training or technology or new 
equipment. 

Today we are seeing the unraveling 
of the democratically elected President 
and that regime in Haiti- $1 billion 
later. 

Then we move to Bosnia. It seems 
that, since the day I walked onto the 
Senate floor in 1993, we have been try
ing to deal with the unrest , the war, 
and the atrocities in the former Yugo
slavia. We started by trying to lift the 
arms embargo on one part of the popu
lation in the former Yugoslavia, be
cause other elements of that popu
lation had arms. Some had gotten their 
arms even though there was an arms 
embargo. But the Muslim population 
received very few arms. Many of us in 
the Senate felt that if we could lift 
that arms embargo and let the Muslims 
have a fair fight, perhaps that war 
would have ended a lot sooner. But the 
President refused-refused- to provide 
the U.S. leadership needed to lift the 
U.N. arms embargo. 

Then we saw in 1995 a massacre of 
Muslim men and boys. We think as 
many as 10,000 died in Srebrenica and 
other places. It was clear that the U .N. 
mission could not do what it was sup
posed to do, which was to keep some 
sort of peace in Bosnia. We reached the 
Dayton peace accords and NATO en
tered Bosnia. The United States was 
pushed into putting U.S. troops on the 
ground. I believe they were pushed to 
do it because there was a vacuum of 
leadership and our allies said the only 
way that we could show our interest 
and support of Bosnia and peace is to 
have troops on the ground. Many of us 
felt that there were other things that 
we could do besides putting our troops 
on the ground that would have been 
helpful to peace in Bosnia-including 
putting our money into helping the 
Bosnian people build an infrastructure 
and economic base that would have led, 

I think, to a better peace settlement 
than we are seeing right now. We are 
seeing a bubbling up of the hostilities 
in Bosnia despite the fact that our 
troops are there. We are seeing the 
bubbling up of hostilities because there 
is still no economic base. It is that eco
nomic base, I think, that would provide 
hope for the future. 

But, instead, the President said we 
would put troops on the ground to keep 
the warring parties apart for 1 year
for 1 year. At the end of 1995, the Presi
dent said we would be there for 1 year
until the end-of 1996. As the end of that 
year approached, the President said we 
need to stay there-doing the same 
thing, not seeing much progress. He 
said it would be June 30, 1998 before we 
could withdraw. The Secretary of De
fense , Bill Cohen, reiterated when he 
came into office in his Senate hearing 
that it would in fact be June 1998. 

Just last week in the Senate took up 
a resolution to confirm that June 30, 
1998 will be the end. We did so so all 
participants can count on it and they 
can start making plans for it, so that 
there won 't be a vacuum that anyone 
else could fill with mandates for the 
United States. But the President has 
now said that he thinks it would be 
wrong for the Senate to confirm June 
30, 1998 as the withdrawal date. 

(Ms. COLLINS assumed the chair.) 
Madam President, I think this is the 

beginning of another muddled message. 
The President says we are going to be 
out June 30, 1998. His Secretary of De
fense-designate this year said we are 
going to be out June 30, 1998. Congress 
proposed for us to start planning for 
that eventuality by saying we are 
going to set that limit, it will be in the 
law, the funding will be cut off. And 
the President says, no, don't do that. 
So he must be leaving himself an op
tion, which is a message to both our al
lies and any adversaries. That leaves 
room once again for someone else to 
come in and establish American policy 
for us. 

Now, on top of all of this, we are 
hearing about a different mission in 
Bosnia. We hear our Secretary of State 
talking· about capturing the war crimi
nals, seeking the war criminals out. 

Once again, I think we need to go 
back and look at the parameters of the 
mission very clearly. We must learn 
from what happened in Somalia. When 
there is mission creep that Congress 
does not approve, it is in effect putting 
our troops into a combat role that Con
gress has not sanctioned. That is what 
we are beginning to see in Bosnia. It 
was clearly stated in the Dayton ac
cords that we hoped that the war 
criminals, the indicted war criminals, 
would be apprehended and that it 
would be done by the three parties to 
the agr eement: the Bosnian Serbs, the 
Bosnian Muslims, and the Croats. 

I want to read a series of statements 
that confirm what our mission is and 
what our mission isn't. 

On July 3 of this year, State Depart
ment spokesman Nicholas Burns stated 
that a. Bosnia Serb television report 
that NATO peacekeepers had been or
dered to arrest Radovan Karadzic and 
Ratko Mladic on site was " absolutely 
and unequivocally false. " In support of 
that position, the Supreme Allied Com
mander in Europe, Gen. George 
Joulwan, reaffirmed on Monday, July 
7, last week, that the principal respon
sibility for apprehending war criminals 
lies with the parties themselves, mean
ing the Bosnian parties-in accordance 
with the Dayton accords. 

On March 18 of this year, General 
Joulwan testified before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee that the 
military are not policemen. 

" I think"-again quoting General 
Joulwan-" the proper responsibility 
rests on the parties, the Bosnian par
ties. That is what Dayton says. * * * If 
we are not careful, we will go down this 
slippery slope where the military will 
be put into hunting down war crimi
nals. This is not within my mandate." 

On July 9, last week, the prospective 
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, 
Gen. Wesley Clark, during his con
firmation hearing before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, acknowl
edged his understanding of his prede
cessor 's mandate and affirmed his in
tention to execute the policy in the 
same way as General Joulwan has. 

On November 17 of last year the Sec
retary of Defense stated, in response to 
a specific question regarding the appre
hension of war criminals in Bosnia, 
that " the mission is to provide a secure 
environment so that all of the other 
civil functions can go on. * * *It is not 
to perform apprehension functions." 

On December 18 of last year, the Sec
retary of Defense reaffirmed that "the 
apprehension of war criminals was not 
an IFOR mission and it will not be an 
SFOR mission. Locating and arresting 
the criminals is a mission for a police 
force. " 

On March 3 of this year, the Sec
retary of Defense stated that the ap
prehension of war criminals was not a 
part of the mission. It is a police func
tion. It is not a military-type mission. 

Madam President, a change in United 
States and NATO policy regarding al
leged war criminals in Bosnia could ex
pose United States and NATO troops to 
direct combat action and ultimately do 
what none of us want, and that is jeop
ardize the peacekeeping progress to 
date. 

United States and NATO forces have 
made progress in Bosnia. This could 
allow the situation to deteriorate to 
the conditions that existed before the 
NATO IFOR and SFOR missions were 
established. 

Madam President, we cannot let mis
sion creep hurt what we have done so 
far. We have spent 6 billion American 
taxpayer dollars on this mission. We 
have our soldiers on the ground in Bos
nia right now. We cannot walk away 
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from this mission prematurely, but we 
need to set the parameters of this mis
sion and reiterate them. And the pa
rameters are that our troops' work will 
be done June 30, 1998, and the mission 
remains the same unless the President 
comes back to Congress to change it. 
And that is: if we run across a war 
criminal, yes, we would apprehend that 
criminal. But when we say we are 
going to be part of a force that is going 
to go and seek out war criminals, war 
criminals that have armies still under 
their control, that is a very different 
mission. We are beginning to talk 
about a combat mission that we did 
not sign up for in the original IFOR 
and SFOR missions, which were very 
clear with Congress. 

I have seen General Joulwan time 
after time get out his book that is un
derlined and earmarked. It is his mis
sion statement, and he has stuck to the 
mission. If we are going to change the 
mission, we need to know it, and we 
need to provide the extra alertness 
that would be required for changing 
the mission. Congress should be con
sulted if we are going to go out and 
seek war criminals. And I would say to 
the Serbs that we are not doing that 
now. We are not doing that. And when 
I read statements by Serbs that were 
passed out at the recent funeral of a 
war criminal, typed in broken English 
and appearing in Serb-held areas in 
northeast Bosnia promising a "head for 
a head" and warning that "Somalia 
was too gentle for U.S. troops," I am 
sending a message: There is no change 
in the mission as far as U.S. troops go. 

There should not be such a change 
without the full accord of Congress. 
Many of us in Congress did not want to 
use our troops in this way. All of us ad
mire and respect our troops because 
they have done a wonderful job ful
filling their mission, but if we are 
going to change that mission, we must 
make that decision, and we must do it 
knowing what the risks are. 

Madam President, what we should 
not do is permit mission creep, some
thing that inches forward without our 
specific authorization and consulta
tion, but which would put our troops 
into a different situation, a combat sit
uation, a high alert situation, without 
understanding the full consequences of 
doing that. 

So I am standing here today saying I 
hope all of the Senate will be able to 
agree on language which says that we 
want the war criminals at the Hague; 
these people who have been indicted, 
who have committed atrocities, should 
be brought to justice. But we cannot 
change the mission of American troops 
under NATO auspices without a full 
airing. We cannot put our troops in the 
position of being targets unless we go 
into a different state of high alert. 

So I hope that we will stand together 
on this to say that we want to be part 
of a plan that determines how those 

criminals will be brought to justice. 
But right now, in the Dayton accords, 
it is provided that the parties, the Bos
nian Serbs, the Muslims, and the 
Croats, will go after war criminals, as 
they should. It should be an inter
national police force, but it is not a 
military mission as George Joulwan, as 
General Clark, and as our Secretaries 
of Defense have said for the last 2 
years. And if we are going into a dif
ferent kind of mission, we ask the 
President to come forward. Do not let 
this mission start creeping without our 
assent, without our consultation. It is 
the least we can do for the security of 
the United States, for the taxpayers of 
America, for our troops on the ground, 
and for the integrity of our word and 
our commitment. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I am 

not sure what else can be said con
cerning the dilemma we· find ourselves 
in right now. I think the distinguished 
junior Senator from Texas has really 
said it all. 

It was just last week that we had our 
defense authorization bill up before 
this body. We talked at that time 
about the desirability of putting some 
type of amendment on to stop the fund
ing for the Bosnia operation for any 
time after June 30, 1998. Of course , I 
think we decided that it wasn't going 
to work out that way because if that 
happened, it might jeopardize not just 
the bill but would probably have 
caused a filibuster, and we didn't want 
that. We wanted to keep it moving. We 
need to have our authorization bill. It 
is imperative to our Nation's defense 
that we have it. 

So I think against the better judg
ment of several people we agreed to not 
have that position in. But that is the 
way it is going to have to be. I don't 
know any other way we are going to be 
able to bring our troops back. Clearly, 
the President has us over a political 
barrel right now because any time our 
troops get out of there-I don ' t care if 
it is tomorrow, if it is June 30, 1998, or 
if it is 10 years from now- the fighting 
will start again, and anyone with any 
common sense, with any knowledg·e of 
history, knows it has happened that 
way, and it is going to continue to hap
pen that way. And so the question is do 
you do it sooner or later. 

Those of us who were concerned 
about mission creep back when they 
made the decision to send troops over 
to Bosnia back in December of 1995, 
they were to be there for, of course, 1 
year. They kept saying, " They will be 
home for Christmas December 1996." 
And all of us knew they would not be 
home for Christmas in December of 
1996. It just didn't make any sense that 
that promise was made. So they went 

over there to provide safety for the cor
ridors, to keep people from crossing 
over them, and supposedly that was 
going to take care of the problems that 
existed. 

Well, this is not the first time in his
tory that this has happened. Here it is 
now. We have made a commitment of 
21/2 years instead of 12 months. Now the 
President is trying to renege on that 
and go beyond to an undetermined pe
riod of time. 

I can remember in history when we 
sent our Marines into Nicaragua in 
1909, and that was supposed to be for a 
6-month period in 1909 because there 
were some problems with the govern
ment down there and they felt our 
intervention would stabilize things, 
and we did have some national security 
interests at that time, not as great as 
they were in other parts of the world, 
but nevertheless we sent our troops in 
for that short period of time and they 
were still there 13 years later. In fact, 
they never really came back until 1933. 
That is 24 years. 

As to Haiti, the Senator from Texas 
was talking about the fact that we still 
have troops in Haiti. People forget 
about that. We did not have any mis
sion over there in the first place that 
was strategic to any of our problems in 
this country and yet we sent troops 
over to Hai ti to supposedly try to clean 
up their government and run it better 
than they can run it. And now we have 
the same pro bl ems over there as we 
had before and we still have troops 
over there. We sent Marines to Haiti in 
1915 and the same problems existed at 
that time. They were going to help 
with some of the stability there in 
Haiti and they stayed there until 1934. 

So now we see that we are in the 
middle of a classic case of mission 
creep. We are enlarging the mission. 
We are exposing U.S. troops to a whole 
new set of risks, and it is all without 
the permission of the American people 
or the permission of the Senate, but 
they are going to do it. 

Let's review for a minute the 
timeline in Bosnia. The President and 
administration officials pledged on nu
merous occasions in 1995 and 1996 that 
the United States military forces 
would be out of Bosnia by 1996 in the 
hearings that we had in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. The Secre
taries of Defense and the Secretary of 
State, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, John Shalikashvili, all of 
them said that the IFOR mission would 
be concluded in 1 year and that there 
were no plans to extend United States 
presence in Bosnia beyond a 1-year 
timeframe. And they kept repeating it. 

I can remember, since I serve on the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, a 
meeting we had October 17, 1995, 
Madam President, and that was when 
General Shalikashvili said, and I am 
going to quote his words, not my 
words- this is General Shalikashvili, 
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the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. He said on October 17, 1995: 

From a military perspective, as I evalu
ated the tasks we wished this force to ac
complish, it was my judgment that it in fact 
can be done in 12 months or less. Secondly, 
when tied to the equipping and training 
issue, it was my judgment that that, too, can 
be accomplished in less than a year. And so 
I felt it was important that we, therefore, set 
a target of one year and then bring the force 
back. In the absence of that, you just find 
yourself staying there, and that's how very 
often mission creep comes in. The force 
needs to be brought home and they need to 
resume normal training and be ready for 
other operations. And I just think one year
I saw no military justification for that force 
to stay longer than one year, and that is why 
that was my recommendation. 

This is a guy who is supposed to be 
running the military, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

I was over in Bosnia several times, 
but the last time I talked to Gen. 
Monte Miggs up in that northeast sec
tor and it is his job-he is doing a great 
job, by the way, of trying to carry on 
some type of training during the time 
that those troops are stationed over 
there. You have two big problems that 
exist when you have, when you are 
leaving troops in an area. One is in the 
case we are in right now where we have 
just decimated the military budget, 
our defense budget, we are spending all 
of this money. I can remember stand
ing on this floor in November 1995 when 
the President had made the statement 
that the cost of the deployment to Bos
nia would be somewhere between $1.5 
billion and $2 billion. 

It is now going through $7 .3 billion, 
and where does that money come from? 
It comes from readiness, it comes from 
modernization, it comes from force 
strength, and it comes from quality of 
life. That's the only four places it can 
come from. 

Now we have an optempo rate, where 
our troops are being asked to do things 
that human beings really can' t do. In
stead of being deployed for the normal 
115 to 120 days a year, in some cases it 
is twice that. And we keep hearing sto
ries from the field that it is even 
worse, because with the depleted budg
et we are now having to cannibalize 
perfectly good F- 15 engines, that's F-
100 engines, to get spare parts to keep 
the ones running that are in planes 
right now. Of course, that is very labor 
intensive. So from the field we hear 
these guys are working, some of them, 
15 and 16 hours a day. They cannot 
keep that up for a period of time. 

But I think General Miggs up there, 
if there is ever anyone who can do it, 
up in the Brcko area, near the 
Posavina corridor, he is carrying on 
training. Of course, to carry on train
ing and perform these humanitarian or 
peacekeeping or peacemaking mis
sions, whatever they are supposed to be 
doing over there, it means longer and 
longer hours. So they are trying to do 
it. But there is not one general I have 

talked to who has not said that, if we 
should need our troops, if something 
should happen in North Korea at the 
same time something happened in 
Iran-not totally inconceivable-or 
Iraq or anyplace else, but if we were 
challenged in two regional fronts, we 
would have to take those people, with
draw them and retrain them, before we 
could send them into combat. So it's a 
real serious problem. 

In that same Senate Armed Services 
Committee meeting of October 17, 1995, 
I might add, Secretary Bill Perry said: 

I cannot conceive of the circumstances 
which would motivate me to come back and 
ask an extension of that time. 

This is an extension, he's talking 
about, beyond Christmas of 1996. 
... 12 months is sufficient to do the job 

we 're describing. And I believe there is a 
great value, a great management value to 
putting a definite time scale on it and stick
ing to that time period. 

Again, he said later, in December, 
this is 6 weeks later, he said: 

We believe the mission can be accom
plished in 1 year, so we have built our plan 
based on that timeline. This schedule is real
istic because the specific militarily tasks 
[which are changing all the time, and that's 
the justification they are making for leaving 
them over there] in the agreement can be 
completed in the first 6 months, and there
after IFOR's role will be to maintain the cli
mate of stability that will permit civil work 
to go forward. We expect these civil func
tions will be successfully initiated in 1 year. 
But, even if some of them are not, we must 
not be drawn into a posture of indefinite gar
rison. 

Madam President, we are in a posture 
of indefinite garrison. 

Look at this in yesterday's paper, 
"Clinton keeps door open to extending 
U.S. role in Bosnia." 

Here 's the problem we have. I was 
disturbed we had to go beyond 12 
months. Now they say we will make it 
21/2 years and we will be out of there on 
June 30, 1998. I went over to the NATO 
meeting in Brussels and found we had 
Members of Congress, Members of the 
other body, who were walking around 
telling our NATO friends, whispering 
to them, " Don't worry, we won't leave 
you. We'll be there." 

There is plenty of time, adequate 
time now to make .this as the policy, 
which is the accepted policy, that is we 
are getting out on June 30, 1998. Be
cause there is a lot of time between 
now and then. 

I was watching the Senator from 
Texas and remembering what happened 
when we had a resolution of dis
approval back in October 1995. Because 
we knew, once they went over there, it 
was going to be very difficult to bring 
them back. Sure enough, we lost that 
by four votes. It was interesting, be
cause the main argument that was 
used by the other side was that our 
troops will be back in 12 months. So 
who can object to 12 months? 

I heard Senator after Senator say to 
me, and say privately, "Well, I was 

going to support the resolution of dis
approval and not send troops over 
there, not agree to that, but after all, 
the President has promised it will be 12 
months. He's promised it would not ex
ceed on the outside $2 billion." 

I made a speech on the floor at that 
time and stated it would be closer to $8 
billion. And sure enough, we are creep
ing through right now $7.3 billion. 
Looking back, I remember what I stat
ed on the floor. And I will repeat that 
now, because I think it is appropriate 
now, 18 months later. This is quoting 
myself in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
December 13, 1995. 

My conviction that the administration's 
intention to put troops in harm's way in Bos
nia is a huge mistake rests on three broad 
arguments. First and above all, the conflict 
in Bosnia imposes no real threat to vital 
American interests. Simply put there is 
nothing in Bosnia that Americans should die 
for. 

Second, the Dayton talks have produced a 
false peace, that is inherently unstable and 
politically doomed. 

Here I was talking about the fact we 
go to Dayton and we have all these fac
tions in there, supposedly coming to a 
peace agreement, but who wasn't at 
Dayton? Karadzic was not in Dayton, 
that's the Bosnian Serbs. Sure, 
Milosevic was there. That's Serbia. But 
that wasn't where the problem was. 
Those individuals who were creating 
the problem were not there. The Bos
nian Serbs were not represented. Not 
only were they not represented, but 
none of the rogue elements were rep
resented. We still had the mujahidin, 
the Arkan Tigers, the Black Swans, 
and the rest of them, who are still over 
there right now. 

So you have a flawed meeting with a 
flawed attendance making an agree
ment that we cannot live with. 

Finally, quoting from my statement 
on the floor on December 13, 1995: 

The Implementation Force [that's IFOR] 
plan is self-contradictory, and hopelessly op
timistic and will expose our soldiers to un
reasonable risk even as they diligently pur
sue its unrealistic objectives. 

So, that is where we are today. I 
think, if you look and see what they 
agreed to and what was supposed to 
have happened in the first 12 months in 
the Dayton accords, they talked about 
"we were going to have the elections." 
They have not had the elections. They 
had flawed elections. They said, " The 
refugees would all be able to go home 
before 12 months." Guess what, the ref
ugees haven't gone home and it 's 18 
months. We keep finding violations of 
arms agreements, in the 18 months into 
the 1-year agreement, and we can't pull 
out. I am very thankful we have not 
suffered precious casualties at this 
time, but I tell you, we predicted on 
the floor if we continue this mission 
creep we may not be so fortunate in 
the future. 

I would conclude, Madam President, 
that we have a responsibility to be re
sponsible. If this were a time when we 
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didn't have the distinguished Senator 
from Alaska, the chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee, having a very 
difficult time coming up with the 
money to keep America strong enough 
to meet the minimum expectations of 
the American people, which we can't, 
that is to be able to defend America on 
two regional fronts- if that weren 't the 
case, maybe we could afford to be send
ing troops around the world on human
itarian missions, on peacekeeping mis
sions. But we can't afford to do that, 
Madam President. 

So I conclude by saying we need to 
make it very clear that we are going to 
be out of there, and give a date certain 
that is still 12 months from now. There 
is still plenty of time for our allies to 
make time to make that happen. I have 
been agonizing with this concern. 

This is not a partisan thing, by the 
way, Madam President. Because when 
we sent troops into Somalia, George 
Bush was President. That was in De
cember. After he had been defeated but 
while he was still in office , we sent 
troops over there, if you'll remember, 
for a period of some 3 months to 6 
months. Then, once President Clinton 
got in, he kept extending it. So we sent 
resolutions and resolutions, " We want 
to bring the troops back. " Month after 
month, every month we sent resolu
tions, and the years started going by, 
and it was not until 18 of our rangers 
were brutally murdered and their 
naked corpses were dragged through 
the streets of Mogadishu before the 
American people got concerned enough 
to force the administration to bring 
the troops home from Somalia. 

Madam President, I don 't want that 
to happen in Bosnia. I don't want our 
troops to be dragged through the 
streets of Sarajevo or Tuzla or Brcko 
or any of the rest of them. 

We have experienced mission creep. 
We are now in a situation where our 
troops are there for an indeterminate 
period of time. Now is the time to draw 
the line and say that June 30, 1998, is 
our time that our troops will be com
ing home. Are they going to be safe 
over there when that happens? No. If 
we brought them home tomorrow, 
there would still be fighting once our 
troops were out, or June 30, or 10 years 
from now. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 

today as an original cosponsor of an 
amendment which expresses the sense 
of the Senate that: " The Administra
tion should consult closely and in a 
timely manner with the Congress on 
the NATO-led Stabilization Force 's 
mission concerning the apprehension of 
indicted war criminals, including any 
changes in the mission which could af
fect American forces. " 

From the beginning of the NATO 
mission in Bosnia, particularly the 
ground element-a mission which I 
have consistently opposed- the admin-

istration has been clear that U.S. 
forces would be used primarily to im
plement the military aspects of the 
Dayton accords, and assist in limited 
civilian missions at the discretion of 
the local IFOR or SFOR commander. 

On the specific issue of apprehending 
war criminals, the administration has 
been unequivocal-NATO troops are 
not charged with hunting down war 
criminals. The specific , detailed mis
sion statement is set forth in a classi
fied document; therefore, I can only 
use as a resource statements made by 
administration officials on this issue. 
The following is a compilation of such 
statements: 

Secretary Cohen, before the House 
National Security Committee, March 
20, 1997, in response to a question from 
Congressman Lantos: " Why aren't we 
apprehending war criminals? Well , 
that's not the mission of SFOR." 

Ken Bacon, DOD Spokesman, July 3, 
1997, in response to a question about 
whether or not the administration was 
considering expanding the authority of 
NATO troops to arrest war criminals: 

There 's been no change in our procedures. 
And those procedures are, first of all the 
Dayton accord makes it very clear that the 
formerly warring factions are responsible for 
turning in war criminals. 

And second, our job, because the collection 
and detention of war criminals is an act of 
law enforcement for law enforcement activi
ties, our rules have been clear from the be
ginning, which is that if we encounter war 
criminals in the course of our patrols , we 
would detain them and turn them over to au
thorized law enforcement agencies. There 's 
been no change in that rule. 

Sandy Berger, National Security Ad
viser, July 10, 1997: 

Under SFOR's mission they may apprehend 
indicted war criminals encountered in the 
course of its duties and if the tactical situa
tion permits. This was such a situation 
(British action on July 10) . . . SFOR con
cluded that they could detain these individ
uals. NATO political authorities agreed with 
that view. SFOR acted within its mission 
and mandate. 

Background briefing by senior ad
ministration official, July 10, 1997. 

Rules of engagement and the authority of 
the SFOR forces permit the commander in a 
particular situation when he encounters or is 
encountering war criminals and believes that 
he has a tactical ·capacity to apprehend in a 
way tha t is not unduly risky to exercise that 
authority. That continues to be the author
ity. 

The authority here is to apprehend war 
criminals who are encountered by SFOR 
where the commander makes the tactical de
cision that he can do so. 

From the above, it is clear that war 
criminals are to be apprehended only if 
IFOR or SFOR forces encountered 
these war criminals, and only if the 
local NATO commander determined 
that the tactical situation allowed his 
troops to safely apprehend the war 
criminals. 

Now that understanding seems to be 
changing. We hear press reports of the 
Secretary of State urging for a more 

proactive role for our troops in hunting 
down war criminals in Bosnia. We also 
hear that the Secretary of Defense is 
opposing this policy change. What is 
the accurate situation? 

Before it is too late, and the policy is 
changed, it is imperative for the Sen
ate to express its judgment on this im
portant issue. 

I strongly support the apprehension 
of the indicted war criminals so that 
they may be brought to justice. 

The policy of "how"-working with 
all of the member nations of SFOR
must be carefully coordinated. The cur
rent policy, as enunciated above by ad
ministration officials, if it is to be 
changed, such change should before
hand be the subject of the most careful 
consultation with the Congress. 

In the case of Somalia, the Congress 
witnessed mission creep without tak
ing any action to try to stop it. The re
sults in that case were disastrous-18 
dead, over 70 wounded. 

We should have learned from history 
that the military is not an appropriate 
force for tracking down and arresting 
individuals. There is no question as to 
their capability-but how would that 
detract from their primary mission? 
What are the personal risks? 

What will be the consequences of an 
expansion of the SFOR mission to in
clude actively seeking out and appre
hending indicted war criminals? While 
I share the hopes of all that the war 
criminals in Bosnia will be brought to 
justice, I question the wisdom of seeing 
the lives of United States or allied 
troops jeopardized in an effort to hunt 
and arrest these individuals. Both 
IFOR and now SFOR have been able to 
achieve a measure of success in Bosnia 
because they have been perceived as 
even-handed. That will all change if we 
use our troops to aggressively pursue 
indicted war criminals. Rightly or 
wrongly, we will been seen as taking 
sides. Our troops will become targets , 
the success they have achieved thus far 
will be jeopardized. 

As I said earlier, I opposed the Presi
dent 's decision to send United States 
ground troops to Bosnia in December 
1995. But that decision is behind us, and 
the American people have invested $7 
billion into the operations in Bosnia. 
Precipitous action in this area could 
well put at risk that investment. As I 
stated last week, that investment 
could likewise be jeopardized by Con
gress forcing a specific withdrawal 
date. But these are separate issues. 

Our request of the administration is 
simple. Do not allow a significant 
change in the mission of our troops in 
Bosnia_ without first coming to the 
Congress. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL
LARD). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, last 
week, the Senate expres.sed in very 
clear terms its view that the United 
States' mission in Bosnia should be 
terminated by next June, which is the 
administration's stated deadline. This 
was not a position that was taken 
without public debate. In fact, the Sen
ate debate regarding the Bosnia oper
ation began last Thursday evening and 
continued well into Friday morning. A 
number of Senators were involved in 
the debate at various times during the 
consideration of the DOD bill. Quite 
frankly, Mr. President, as we well 
know, there were some Senators-in
cluding the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. BIDEN] and the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. WARNER]-who did express 
their disagreement with having a date 
certain for termination of U.S. ground 
troop deployment. Mr. President, they 
were clearly in the minority on this 
issue. 

The Senate took this action regard
ing an end date as part of one of the 
most important pieces of defense re
lated legislation-the Department of 
Defense authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1998. Mr. President, let me remind 
my colleagues what we did this past 
Friday. Indeed, one of the reasons that 
I pressed so hard to have a Bosnia-re
lated provision added to that bill was 
because of the importance of having 
this debate on the DOD authorization 
itself. 

Now, today, we have begun consider
ation of the other key defense bill-the 
Department of Defense appropriations 
bill. As in the authorization bill, I do 
not think we can let the fact that we 
currently have 8,000 of our troops in 
Bosnia go unnoticed during a debate on 
the Department of Defense appropria
tions. 

Just 3 days ago, we passed an amend
ment to the defense authorization bill 
that clearly states the Senate's desire 
to have United States troops out of 
Bosnia no later than June 30, 1998. The 
resolution we passed was a modifica
tion of an amendment I had introduced 
that would have imposed a hard, statu
tory requirement that the administra
tion stick to its announced pullout 
date of June 30, 1998. My original 
amendment was virtually identical to 
the one that passed the other body, the 
House, on a vote of 278-148 that lit
erally cut off funding for the Bosnia 
mission after that June 30 date. 

The message of the action, Mr. Presi
dent, in both the House and the Senate 
is crystal clear: It is the overwhelming 
desire of the Congress that the admin
istration . pull our brave men and 
women out of Bosnia by June 30, 1998. 

In light of these strong messages, Mr. 
President, I was somewhat dis-

appointed in what I read in the papers 
over the weekend. Only 1 day after the 
Senate passed its resolution, President 
Clinton publicly stated what I am 
afraid the administration has been 
thinking all along-the possibility that 
the deployment of United States troops 
in Bosnia may well continue after the 
present mission expires. Let's not for
get, this is already a major extension 
from the original date when it was sup
posed to terminate, which was approxi
mately the end of December 1996. 

The President said, "I believe the 
present operation will have run its 
course by then"-referring to the June 
deadline-"and we 'll have to discuss 
what, if any, involvement the United 
States should have there." Meanwhile , 
the White House said that an inter
national presence will be necessary in 
Bosnia for perhaps a considerable time 
past June 1998. 

Now, Mr. President, I fear these 
statements send the wrong message. 
By making these remarks, the adminis
tration is hinting that the United 
States might be willing to sign on to a 
new mission once the mandate of the 
NATO-led stabilization force, or SFOR, 
has run out. Mr. President, I think it 
frighteningly opens the door for addi
tional U.S. troop involvement after 
that time. Now, this is contrary to 
what Congress has said, that the U.S. 
troops should be on the way home next 
June, not starting a new mission. 
There should be no maybes about the 
continued involvement of U.S. ground 
troops past the clear deadline that has 
been set by the administration and en
dorsed by both Houses of Congress. 

Mr. President, in 1995, President Clin
ton asked Congress to approve the de
ployment of United States troops to 
Bosnia, with an understanding. The un
derstanding was that our military per
sonnel would remain there for just 1 
year. Well, as we all know, after the 1 
year the original implementation force 
was turned into a stabilization force 
and renamed from IFOR to SFOR. It 
just kept on going. And as a result, the 
Uriited States has kept 8,000 of our 
troops in the region under the premise 
that SFOR was somehow a completely 
new mission. But it obviously is not. 

I also do not need to remind every
one, I hope, of the ballooning costs of 
the Bosnia mission. This is really quite 
startling to me. Despite original esti
mates in the $2 billion range, we are 
now committed to pay at least, Mr. 
President, $7.7 billion, and it is going 
up. When I first raised this issue this 
year on the supplemental bill , the fig
ure I brought to the floor was $6.5 bil
lion. Now it is already up to $7.7 billion 
a few short weeks later. Every time 
there is an assessment of the cost of 
this mission, the figure goes up an
other $1 billion or $2 billion. 

After this weekend, I have a new fear 
that when the June deadline rolls 
around this mission will undergo an-

other name change. Maybe the "sta
bilization" force will become the " co
ordination" force, or CFOR. Maybe it 
will become the "maintenance" force, 
or MFOR. Whatever the new acronym 
is, Mr. President, I am afraid the re
sults will be the same- our ground 
troops will be asked to remain in Bos
nia past June under the pretense of a 
new mission. 

Now, I don 't doubt for a minute, Mr. 
President, that United States goals in 
Bosnia are to maintain the peace and 
to help the three sides rebuild a united 
government. While our mission has 
succeeded in stopping the fighting, we 
are far behind in preparing for the day 
when Bosnians will once again have to 
rule themselves without the benefit of 
NATO troops. In a May study of the 
Bosnia mission, the GAO noted there 
has been little progress in creating a 
united police force, or on building a 
functioning parliament, or even setting 
up offices for a new Bosnian cabinet. 

Mr. President, the best way to ensure 
that something never gets done is to 
constantly extend the deadline. If a 
teacher were to give his or her students 
a term paper assignment and tell them, 
" try to get it done by this year and, if 
that 's not possible, maybe next year," 
you can bet that the students will not 
be rushing off to the library to get the 
work done. In a way, that is a little 
like what we are doing in Bosnia. We 
are saying, " try to comply with the 
Dayton accords by June, but if you 
can't, we'll stick around anyway. " It is 
no wonder the various parties in Bos
nia are not making much headway in 
rebuilding· their civilian institutions, 
given that NATO and the United States 
seem committed, it appears, to polic
ing this country indefinitely. 

Similarly, I do not think that our 
European allies will take seriously 
their own responsibilities to the region 
unless they clearly understand Amer
ican intentions. I think that's why the 
compromise resolution the Senate 
passed last week actually included lan
guage that the President should inform 
our partners in Europe in this exercise 
of the expression of this Congress-tell 
them that we are planning to leave by 
June 30, 1998. I think this is a very im
portant part of the Senate 's position 
on this issue. 

The administration, our friends in 
Europe, and the parties to this conflict 
must all understand that this Congress 
does consider the June deadline a firm 
one. That is not to say that at the end 
of next June there will be no more 
American involvement in the region. 
That is not my position. I don' t think 
that is the position of most Senators. 
As the Senate resolution indicates, 
Congress would be open to considering 
a different kind of supporting role in 
Bosnia. This could include activities 
such as airlift, logistics, intelligence, 
or equipment, for example. As long as 
such activities do not include the use 
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of ground forces, and as long as the 
Congress is appropriately consulted, I 
too am open to considering the United 
States having such a supportive role 
for our allies. That is not inconsistent 
with the notion of making sure ground 
troops come home. 

Mr. President, there are many who 
feel uncomfortable with Congress actu
ally using its literal " power of the 
purse" to command a withdrawal of 
U.S. troops from a military deploy
ment. During the debate last week, 
some Members who firmly support ter
mination of the Bosnia deployment by 
the June target date did express con
cern about the mechanism-a hard 
funding cutoff-that I had originally 
proposed. However, I want to point out 
that the reason Members of Congress 
turn to these drastic remedies, the rea
son I proposed it in the first place, and 
the reason the House passed such a 
hard date overwhelmingly is precisely 
because not only the administration 
but also some leaders in Congress seem 
oblivious to the calls by other Members 
of Congress for ending the mission by 
the target date. 

Given the statements we heard this 
weekend, Mr. President, it is even more 
imperative than ever that the con
ferees employ the strongest possible 
language regarding the June 30 pullout 
date when we get to the final version of 
the Defense authorization bill. I origi
nally believed that a hard mandate
nearly 1 year in advance of that date
would give the administration more 
than enough time to prepare for and to 
implement an orderly withdrawal of 
U.S. ground forces. 

Unlike the President's remarks, the 
message from the Congress has to leave 
no room for interpretation or ambi
guity. We should not just say that our 
ground troops should be back home 
next year, if possible. I think we have 
to say, as we have done in both 
Houses-and we have to say this in the 
conference report-that our men and 
women should be out of Bosnia by June 
30, 1998, period. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 846 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 
for himself and Mr. INOUYE, proposes an 
amendment numbered 846. 

At an appropriate place in the bill, insert: 
SEC. . FINDINGS. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
at the Madrid summit, decided to admit 
three new members, the Czech Republic, Po
land and Hungary; 

The President, on behalf of the United 
States endorsed and advocated the expansion 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to 
include three additional members; 

The Senate will consider the ratification of 
instruments to approve the admissions of 

new members to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization; 

The United States has contributed more 
than $20,000,000,000 since 1952 for infrastruc
ture and support of the Alliance; 

In appropriations Acts likely to be consid
ered by the Senate for fiscal year 1998, 
$449,000,000 has been requested by the Presi
dent for expenditures in direct support of 
United States participation in the Alliance; 
and 

In appropriations Acts likely to be consid
ered by the Senate for fiscal year 1998, 
$9,983,300,000 has been requested by the Presi
dent in support of United States military ex
penditures in North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation countries. 
SEC .. 

The Secretary of Defense shall identify and 
report to the congressional defense commit
tees not later than October 1, 1997; (1) the 
amounts necessary, by appropriation ac
count, for all anticipated costs to the U.S., 
for the admission of the Czech Republic, Po
land and Hungary to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization for the fiscal years 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002, and; (2) any new com
mitments or obligations entered into or as
sumed by the United States in association 
with the admission of new members to the 
Alliance , to include the deployment of 
United States military personnel, the provi
sion of defense articles or equipment, train
ing activities and the modification and con
struction of military facilities. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
apologize to the reading clerk for not 
having it drafted properly to start 
with. But I do ask that these changes 
be made so that the amendment is as 
read by the reading clerk. 

It is an amendment that is a direc
tion to the Department of Defense to 
provide the Congress with two specific 
reports. 

First, the amounts necessary, by ap
propriations account, for all antici
pated costs to the United States for the 
admission of three new members to the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
and that report to cover the current 
budget cycle of fiscal year 1998 through 
2002. 

Second, a report on any new commit
ments or obligations entered into or 
assumed by our Nation in association 
with the admission of these new mem
bers of the alliance, including-it is not 
limited to-but including deployment 
of U.S. personnel , the provisions of de
fense articles or equipment, training 
activities, and modification and con
struction of military facilities. 

I am one who has still strong reserva
tions about the determination to add 
new members to NATO. I am not op
posed to NATO. I have been a firm sup
porter of NATO. On the other hand, we 
are doing some studies now on the his
tory of the expansion of NATO and how 
United States participation in deploy
ment of forces there has just con
stantly increased. 

We, I think, need to know n·ow what 
the obligation is that we have under
taken and really what will be the costs 
of this obligation in connection with 
the expansion of NATO. This really is, 
I think, a fairly restrictive list of 

things that we should have. But, clear
ly, we should have this information be
fore we proceed with any consideration 
of ratification of any agreements that 
have been entered into by the United 
States in connection with this expan
sion of NATO. 

It is, I think, one of the strange coin
cidences of history that NATO was en
tered into-and I will present the docu
mentation on this later-with the firm 
assurance by the then Secretary of 
State Dean Atchison to the Senate 
that would be no obligation at all for 
the deployment of forces to Europe by 
virtue of the North Atlantic Treaty 
that was entered into by the United 
States at the very beginning of this or
ganization, the NATO organization. 

I want to be right upfront about it, 
that this information may convince 
Members to go one way or the other 
concerning the matters that will be 
presented to us later. But I don't know 
of anyone who could object to asking 
for this information for the use of the 
Congress, and particularly for the use 
of those of us who have the duty to find 
and allocate the money to maintain 
our national defense forces to assure 
the capability to defend this country. 

I am pleased that my friend from Ha
waii has cosponsored this amendment 
in that spirit. This is just seeking in
formation. It will in no way inhibit the 
administration- either the Department 
of Defense or the President-in their 
current course. But I do, as I said, still 
maintain reservations about that 
course because of what I perceive to be 
the costs of that course and its impact 
on our future ability to maintain our 
own defense. 

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, as ap

propriators, I believe it is the only pru
dent process that we can follow to at 
least advise ourselves and our col
leagues as to what can be reasonably 
and rationally anticipated if we are to 
take this important step. 

When NA TO was originally orga
nized, I doubt if Members of Congress 
had any inkling of what the costs 
would be to the taxpayers of the United 
States. Whether you are for it or 
against it, I think it would be well that 
we enter into this new phase and very 
important phase with our eyes open. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is 
not a small amount that is in the bill 
which is before us. As this amendment 
points out, there is almost $10 billion 
in the request of the President for U.S. 
military expenditures pursuant to the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
obligations. I do believe that it is im
portant for us to know to what extent 
that will be increased by virtue of the 
cost of action that is proposed due to 
the enlargement process as far as 
NA TO is concerned. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on this amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the amend
ment be set aside so that we may pro
ceed with the program already outlined 
by the leadership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NOMINATION OF JOEL KLEIN TO 
BE ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GEN
ERAL IN CHARGE OF THE ANTI
TRUST DIVISION 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, as the 

ranking Democrat on the Antitrust 
Subcommittee, let me tell you why I 
support Mr. Klein's nomination, why 
he is a good choice for the job, and why 
we ought to confirm him today. 

First, Joel Klein is an accomplished 
lawyer with a distinguished career. He 
graduated from Columbia University 
and Harvard Law School, and clerked 
for the U.S. Court of Appeals here in 
Washington, then for Justice Powell. 
Just as importantly, he is the Presi
dent's choice to head the Antitrust Di
vision, and I believe that any Presi
dent-Democrat or Republican-is enti
tled to a strong presumption in favor of 
his executive branch nominees. 

Second, Joel Klein is a pragmatist, 
not an idealogue. His answers at his 
confirmation hearing suggest that he is 
not antibusiness, as some would claim 
the Antitrust Division was in the late 
1970's, nor anticonsumer, as some argue 
the Division was during the 1980's. In
stead, he will plot a middle course, I 
believe, that promotes free markets, 
fair competition, and consumer wel
fare. 

The third reason we should confirm 
Joel Klein is because no one deserves 
to linger in this type of legislative 
limbo. Here in Congress, we need the 
input of a confirmed head of the Anti
trust Di vision to give us the adminis
tration's views on a variety of impor
tant policy matters-defense consolida
tion, electricity deregulation, and tele
communications mergers, among oth
ers. We need someone who can speak 
with authority for the Division with
out a cloud hanging over his head. 

More than that, without a confirmed 
leader, morale at the Antitrust Divi
sion is suffering. And given the pace at 
which the President has nominated and 
the Senate has confirmed appointees, if 
we fail to approve Mr. Klein, it will be 
at least a year before we confirm a re
placement-maybe longer, and maybe 
never. So we need to act now; we can't 
afford to let the Antitrust Division 
continue to drift. 

Finally, Mr. President, I have great 
respect for the Senator from South 
Carolina-as well as the Senators from 
Nebraska and North Dakota. They 
have been forceful advocates for con-

sumers on telecommunications mat
ters, and I have stood side by side with 
them in that fight. But we ought to 
give Mr. Klein our vote today, so he 
can have the chance to succeed or fail 
as a confirmed appointee. My hope and 
expectation is that in a few years
when we look back at Joel Klein's serv
ice as head of the Antitrust Division 
-his accomplishments will surprise his 
critics, please his supporters, and im
prove what is already the best free 
market economy in the world. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my support for the nomination 
of Joel Klein to be Assistant Attorney 
General for the Antitrust Division of 
the Department of Justice. And while I 
will vote to bring this nomination to 
the floor for a vote, I will outline my 
concerns for the Senate at this time. 

Mr. President, a number of my col
leagues have expressed their serious 
concern about this nominee. More im
portantly, they have detailed the re
sponsibilities of this position. This po
sition has a statutory responsibility to 
enforce the antitrust authority of the 
Department of Justice. 

As my colleagues have eloquently 
stated, this is particularly important 
and timely in regard to the tele
communication reform regulations 
which are being promulgated to enforce 
the reforms enacted into law last year. 
While these reforms should bring great 
benefits to consumers across the coun
try, the Department of Justice must 
play an active role to protect the inter
ests of consumers against violations of 
antitrust authority. 

This is also important in the meat 
packing industry. The mergers which 
this industry has experienced have left 
livestock producers at the mercy of 
precious few meat processors. Just five 
packers control this industry. Pro
ducers and consumers alike need to 
know that the Department of Justice is 
enforcing antitrust law. 

There have also been a number of 
mergers in the railroad industry which 
have virtually eliminated competition 
in this transportation sector. For a 
State like Montana-a captive ship
per-this is a problem. Montana farm
ers pay freight rates that are among 
the highest in the Nation. It generally 
is cheaper to ship grain from States 
east of Montana to the ports of Port
land or Seattle, than it is for Montana 
producers. Without careful attention, I 
worry that this discrepancy could get 
worse, not letter. 

Mr. President, I will be supporting 
this nomination. I have long relied on 
a very simple question to determine 
my support or opposition for a nominee 
for a Presidential appointment. Is the 
candidate qualified? In this case, I be
lieve the President's choice is qualified 
and has no reason we should delay con
firmation. 

So I will be voting for this nominee. 
And, when he is confirmed, I will be 

watching the issues under the jurisdic
tion of the Antitrust Division very 
carefully. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF JOEL I. KLEIN, TO 
BE AN ASSIST ANT ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 6 p.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now go 
into executive session. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan

imous consent, pursuant to rule XXII, 
the Chair lays before the Senate the 
pending cloture motion, which the 
clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on Executive 
Calendar No. 104, the nomination of Joel I. 
Klein, to be Assistant Attorney General: 

Trent Lott, Orrin Hatch, Kay Bailey 
Hutchison, John McCain, Olympia 
Snowe, Dan Coats, Pat Roberts, Rod 
Grams, R.F . Bennett, Thad Cochran, 
Jim Inhofe, Sam Brownback, W.V. 
Roth; Chuck Hagel, J. Warner, Larry E. 
Craig. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan
imous consent, the quorum call has 
been waived. 

VOTE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen
ate that debate on the nomination of 
Joel I. Klein of the District of Colum
bia, to be Assistant Attorney General, 
shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are required. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. BURNS], 
the Senator from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATO], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. GRAMS], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SANTORUM], and the Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS] are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], the 
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Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY], the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] , and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] would vote 
" aye. " 

The yeas and nays resulted- yeas 78, 
nays 11, as follows: 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brown back 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Dasch le 
De Wine 
Domenici 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Ford 

Akaka 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 

Bennet t 
Bi den 
Burns 
D'Ama to 

[Rollcall Vote No . 174 Ex.] 
YEAS-78 

Frist Mack 
Glenn McCain 
Gorton McConnell 
Graham Moseley-Braun 
Gramm Moynihan 
Grassley Murkowskl 
Gregg Murray 
Hagel Nickles 
Hatch Reed 
Helms Reid 
Hutchinson Robb 
Hutchison Roberts 
Inhofe Rockefeller 
Inouye Roth 
J effords Sarbanes 
Johnson Shelby 
Kempthorne Smith (NH) 
Kerry Smi th (OR) 
Kohl Sn owe 
Kyl Specter 
Landrieu Stevens 
Leahy Thomas 
Levin Thompson 
Lieberman Thurmond 
Lott Torricelli 
Lugar Warner 

NAYS-11 
Dorgan Kerrey 
Feingold Lau ten berg 
Harkin Wells tone 
Hollings 

NOT VOTING-11 
Dodd Santorum 
Grams Sessions 
Kennedy Wyden 
Mikulski 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 78, the nays are 11. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho
sen and sworn having voted in the af
firmative , the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will return to legislative session. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, once 
again, I find myself in the unpleasant 
position of speaking before my col
leagues about unacceptable levels of 
unnecessary spending in the defense 
appropriations bill. I fully understand 
the pressure facing the chairman and 
ranking member of the committee, but 
I would be remiss in my responsibil
ities were I not to go on record for 
those i terns in the bill of truly q ues
tionable merit that appear to represent 
the usual practice of inserting pro
grams primarily for parochial reasons. 

The total value of these programs is 
about $5 billion, about twice as much 
as the Congress increased the Presi
dent 's overall defense budget request 
and, incidentally, about the same 
amount of wasteful spending added in 
the defense authorization bill. This 
amount does not include the $300 mil
lion transferred from the Defense De
partment to the Transportation De
partment for Coast Guard activities, a 
perennial provision in defense appro
priations bills. 

Let me review some examples of 
items included in the bill and report 
that are, in my view, wasteful, unnec
essary and designed simply to serve 
personal interests. 

The bill not only funds an oceano
graphic research ship not requested by 
the Defense Department, it throws in 
an extra $19.5 million for oceano
graphic and meteorological research. 
Are we to honestly believe the $209 mil
lion in the budget request for that 
function is inadequate for the next fis
cal year? Of course, the over $200 mil
lion for C-130J aircraft- once again not 
requested and certainly not needed, as 
emphasized by the Air Force Chief of 
Staff-represents a particularly egre
gious waste of taxpayer money. 

I wonder, Mr. President, if some day, 
some year we will stop buying C- 130 
aircraft. Many years ago, the Air Force 
said they didn 't need any more C- 130 
aircraft. It is time-well, I say it every 
year. It gets a little ridiculous. 

An especially troublesome expense , 
neither budgeted for nor estimated in 
any accompanying documentation pro
vided by the Appropriations Com
mittee, is the amount associated with 
the various " Buy America" provisions 
included in the bill. Such expenses in
clude restricting to U.S. manufacturers 
procurement of shipboard anchor and 
mooring chain, carbon, alloy and 
armor steel plate , and ball and roller 
bearings. Consequently, there is an 
automatic and generally substantial 
unknown cost tied to this bill that will 
only become known as contracts are 
signed with American manufacturers 
despite the availability of less expen
sive products from our trading part
ners. 

Lest anyone feel that I am unsympa
thetic to American manufacturers, I 

need only point out the protectionist 
measures our European allies and cus
tomers are considering in retaliation 
for the " Buy America" statutes in
cluded in the appropriations bills that 
are routinely passed by Congress. Brit
ain, a major purchaser of American 
platforms and systems, is understand
ably tired of the one-way street we pur
sue in defense acquisitions. I am fully 
cognizant of the need to protect cer
tain vital industries for national secu
rity reasons, but the items protected in 
this and other bills hardly qualify. 

The costly and unnecessary practice 
of earmarking appropriations con
tinues: $35 million for the Kaho 'olawe 
Island Conveyance , Remediation and 
Environmental Restoration Fuhd; 
$250,000 for a pilot project to " facilitate 
the transfer of commercial cruise ship 
shipbuilding technology and expertise 
to U.S. yards, " provided the Jones Act 
restrictions are rigorously applied to 
the Hawaiian Islands; $5.4 million for 
establishment of a small business de
velopment center, which is to focus on 
agricultural programs in Pacific is
lands; $2. 7 million to investigate new 
technologies in such areas as 
hyperspectral fluorescence imaging, 
work to be conducted at the Akamai 
project at Tripler Army Medical Center 
in Hawaii , with another $10 million 
earmarked that the Department will be 
expected to spend for these programs; 
$2. 7 million of the oceanographic 
spending to which I referred earlier at 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center in 
south Florida; $6.9 million for upgrad
ing air traffic control simulators at 
Keesler Air Force Base in Mississippi; 
and $8 million for continued activities 
at the Pacific Disaster Center. 

Mr. President, that barely scratches 
the surface of what is in this bill: $3 
million is earmarked for the Caribbean 
radiation early warning system, which 
is to be spent at the Center for Moni
toring Research, which brings me to 
the issue of Congress' tendency to cre
ate new centers for the study of every 
conceivable subject, research virtually 
all of which is already performed else
where. The defense authorization bill 
passed last week included $5 million to 
establish a center for the study of the 
Chinese military. I can go to my office 
or the library and find numerous exam
ples of competent studies on the Chi
nese military already available, wheth
er from the Rand Corp. , the American 
Enterprise Institute, or various studies 
published by scholars at various uni
versities. The authorization bill also 
establishes a Center for Hemispheric 
Defense Studies for no apparent reason. 

The practice of earmarking funds for 
centers knows no bounds. S. 1005 in
cludes $7 million for the Center of Ex
cellence for Research in Ocean 
Sciences, just in case there was any 
risk of funds being spent for a center of 
mediocrity for research in ocean 
sciences; $4 million for the Southern 
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Observatory for Astronomical Re
search; $4 million for the Center of Ad
vanced Microstructure Devices; and on 
and on it goes. I do not doubt for one 
second that the sponsors of these pro
grams can come before the Senate and 
offer an articulate and thoughtful de
fense of their pet projects. I do doubt 
very seriously whether any of these 
items properly belongs in the defense 
appropriations bill, especially during a 
period when vital accounts are regu
larly taxed to pay for ongoing and un
foreseen contingencies, like Bosnia and 
Iraq. 

Any time military equipment is pre
pared for shipment to and from deploy
ment, it is inspected for damage and, in 
the case of equipment being returned 
to its home base, for foreign substances 
like dust that could contain bacteria 
alien to our country. Do we really need 
to earmark another $1 million to ex
pand that research specifically for 
brown tree snakes, which, to the best 
of my knowledge, are located only in 
Guam? Yes, it is true that we base a 
large number of forces on that island. 
It is also true that the brown snake is 
a dangerous snake. I simply find it 
hard to believe that we need to spend 
any defense dollars on an issue for 
which plenty of information already 
exists and is readily available. 

Mr. President, I have touched on the 
tip of the iceberg. There is plenty more 
I could point to were time available. I 
only look forward to the day when my 
trips to the floor to highlight wasteful 
and unnecessary spending are no longer 
necessary. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a list of objectionable add
ons in the Department of Defense ap
propriations bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
OBJECTIONABLE ADD-ONS IN THE FISCAL YEAR 

1998 DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIA
TIONS BILL 

Procurement (in millions) 
Army: C-XX .. ... ...... .... ....... .... .. .......... . 
Navy: 

SSN-21 Sea wolf ............................... . 
NSSN .... .. ..... ..... .. ....... ..... ........ ....... . 
Special Project Aircraft ................ . 
Oceanographic Ships (TAG-65) ...... . 
LCAC Landing Craft ...................... . 
Environmental Support Equipment 

for Oceanography ........................ . 
T-45 Training Aircraft Earmarked 

for NAS Meridian ....... .... ... ....... ... . 
Port Security Unit Equipment ...... . 

Air Force: 
C- 17 (MYP) ..... ..... .. ......................... . 
WC-130 Aircraft .......... ......... ... .. .. ... . 
Small CVX ( C-37) ..... ... .... ....... ........ . 
Supply Assets Tracking System .... . 

Defense-Wide: Automatic Document 
Conversion System ........................ . 

Reserves and National Guard: 
Including the following aircraft: 

C-9 Replacement aircraft ........... . 
WC- 130 Spares/Support Equip-

ment ........ ...... ..... .. .. ........... ...... . 
C-130J .......... .. ...... .. ............... .... .. . 

$23.0 

153.4 
2,599.8 

7.0 
73.0 
17.3 

6.0 

10.0 
13.5 

418.5 
177.0 

6.0 
5.0 

20.0 
653.0 

(40.0) 

(29.7) 
(95.8) 

EC-130 . .. ... .. .... . .. ....... ..... ..... .. ...... .. (70.5) 
KC-135 Re-Engining ... ...... ... ... ...... (52.0) 
Research and Development (in millions) 

Army: 
Projectile detection and Cuing ...... . 
Shortstop Electronic Protection 

system ........................................ . 
Solid-State Laser Dyes ......... ....... .. . 
Combat Vehicle and Automotive 

T echnology: 
National Automotive Center ...... . 
High-Output Diesel Engine Test-

ing ... ..... .............. .... .................. . 
HMMWV Engine rebuild Program 
Alterntive Vehicle Propulsion 

System ............................. .. ...... . 
Environmental Quality Tech-

nology: 
Radford Environmental Develop-

m ent Program ..... .. ..... ............. . 
Plasma Energy Pyrolysis System 
Environmental Compliance 

Projects (WETO) ...................... . 
Pacific Island Ecosystems .... .... .. . 
Establish Small Business Center 
Bioremediation Science Center-

for fragile Pacific Island Iso-
lated Ecosystems ..................... . 

Resource Recovery Technology 
Center ...................................... . 

Cold Regions Research Lab ........... . 
Center for Geosciences Atmos-

pheric Research .......................... . 
Medical Advanced Technology: 

Intravenous Membrane 
Oxygenator technology ............ . 

MRE Nutrition Research .......... .. . 
Mustard Gas Research ................ . 
Breast Cancer Research .............. . 
Prostate Diagnostic Imaging ...... . 

Electronics and Electronic Devices: 
Rechargeable Coin Cells ............. . 
AA Zinc Air Battery ................... . 
Rechargeable Battery System .... . 
Reusable Alkaline Manganese 

Zinc ......................................... . 
Virtual Retinal Display ............ .. .. . . 
Low Emissions Natural Gas Boiler 

Demo ...................... ...... ........ ... ... . 
Cold Regions Research Lab Repair 
Management Headquarters-

Akamai Project ...... ............... .... . . 
Including: 

Hyperspectral Florecence Imag-
ing ......................................... . 

Theater Medical Infrastructure 
Aerostat Development ................... . 
Instrumental factory for Gears 

Program ...................................... . 
Electronic Circuit Board Develop-

ment Center ................................ . 
University and Industry Research 

Centers ....................................... . 
Army Data Analysis Center ........... . 
Battle Integration Center ...... .... ... . . 
DoD High Energy Laser Test Facil-

ity ........................ ... ....... ....... ...... . 
Navy: 

Natura l Gas Cooling Systems ... ... .. . 
PMRF Sensors ... .... ....... .. ............... . 
LASH Hyperspectral ...................... . 
Computer Technology: 

Second Source Carbon Fibers ... .. . 
Photomagnetic Material Re-

search ...................................... . 
Plasma Quench Technology ........ . 
Advanced Material Intelligent 

Center ...................................... . 
Defense Research Sciences: 

Marine Mammal Research Pro-
gram ............................. ........... . 

Oceanographic and Atmospheric 
T echnology: 

Natl. Oceanographic Partnership 
Program .... ..... ......... ....... .. .. .. .... . 

$2.5 

3.0 
4.0 

4.0 

1.0 
4.0 

5.0 

6.0 
8.7 

8.8 
4.0 
5.4 

4.0 

4.0 
1.0 

10.0 

1.0 
3.6 
1.0 

175.0 
5.0 

0.5 
1.3 
0.6 

1.0 
2.0 

2.0 
1.3 

26.5 

(2.7) 
(10.0) 

10.0 

4.0 

4.0 

7.3 
5.0 

22.0 

15.0 

2.5 
5.0 

12.0 

2.0 

0.35 
3.0 

2.5 

0.5 

16.0 

NCSW Test Facility ................. .... 2.75 
Asbestos Thermochemical Conver-

sion Pilot Plant-Puget Sound 
Naval Shipyard ........................ ... . 2.0 

Freeze-Dried Blood Research .......... 2.5 
Photomagnetic Materials Research 0.35 
Environmental Quality and Logis-

tics Adv. Tech.: 
Permanent Fuel Cell ................... 1.75 
Visualization of Technical Info. 

Project .. .. ... .. ..... .. .. ....... ............. 2.0 
Smart Base . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 6.25 

Industrial Preparedness: 
Man tech ....................................... 50.0 
Center for Integrated Manufac-

turing Studies ........................... 4.0 
Exploratory Development: 

Oceanographic and Atmospheric 
Technology ............................... 18.75 

Industrial Preparedness ..... ..... .. ... ... 54.0 
Air Force: 

HAARP ................................ ........... 5.0 
Inorganic/Organic Optical Limiters 1.0 
Armstrong Lab Exploratory Devel-

opment...................................... ... 3.0 
Phillips Lab Explatory Develop-

ment ............................... ....... ..... . 0.9 
Defense-Wide: 

U.S.-Japan Management Training-
University Research Initiatives .. 10.0 

Pacific Disaster Center . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 8.0 
Scorpius Support Technologies ... . .. 10.0 
Joint Theater Missile Defense: 

Advanced Research Center .......... 7.0 
Kauai Test Facility ..... ....... ... ...... 5.0 
Pacific Missile Range Facility 

upgrades .. ............... ...... ........ .... 33.4 
Center of Excellence for Rsh. In 

Ocean Sciences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 .0 
Materials and Electronics Tech

nology: 
Life Support Trauma and Trans-

port .. .. ....... ...... ....... ... ... ......... ... . 4.0 
3-D Electronics . ..... .. .. ..... ... .... ...... 5.0 
Cryogenic Electronics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.0 

Electric Vehicles ..... ... ....... ..... ........ 15.0 
Climate Fuel Cell Program ............. 5.0 
Southern Observatory for Astro-

nomical Research .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.0 
HAARP ............... .............. ...... ...... .. 3.0 
Advanced Electronics Tech-

nologies: 
Lithographic and Alternative 

Semiconductor Processing 
Techniques Ctr . . . .. . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . 23.0 

Point Source X-Ray Lithography 3.0 
Defense Techlink Rural Tech. 

Transfer ........... ........... .. ~ ...... ..... 1.0 
Center for Advanced Microstruc-

tures Devices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.0 
Defense Research Initiatives .. ........ 14.0 
Agile Port Demonstration .............. 10.0 
Electric Vehicles ............................. 15.0 
High Performance Computing Mod-

ernization Prgm ... .. .. .. ........ ... .. ... .. 25.0 
Military Personnel (in millions) 

Air Force: Additional B- 52 Force 
Structure .... .. .. ..... ..... .. .. ..... .. ... .. .. ... . $4.5 

Reserve and National Guard: 
C- 130 Force Structure (Air Force 

Reserve) . .. ... .. .. .. . .. .. ....... ... .. .. ... .. . . . 1.4 
C-130 Force Structure (Air Na-

tional Guard) . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.0 

Operations and Maintenance (in millions) 
Army: 

Roock Island arsenal Bridge . . . . . . . . . . . $5.0 
North Star Borough Landfill .......... 5.0 
Saddle Road- Pohakuloa, Hawaii 

Training Area . .. . . . .. .. . . .. . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . 3.0 
Navy: 

Naval Meteorology and Oceanog-
raphy Command . .. .. .. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 19.5 

Pacific Missile Range Facility . .. . .. . 15.0 
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Fallon Naval Air Station .. ... ..... ..... . 

Air Force: 
Civil Air Patrol ......... ...... .......... ..... . 
Space track-Maui, Hawaii .. .......... . 
Manufacturing Assistance Tech-

nology Program ........ ... .. ... .......... . 
B- 52 A ttri ti on Reserve Aircraft ..... . 

Defense-Wide: 
Legacy ... .. .. .... ................ .. .............. . 
Repairs to Federally-Funded 

Schools ....................................... . 
Exercise Northern Edge (PACCOM) 
Partnership for Peace .. .................. . 
Civil-Military Programs (Chal-

lenge) .......................................... . 
National Guard: 

C-130 Force Structure .... ...... .......... . 
C-130 Operations ...... ......... ..... .. ...... . 

Other DOD Approps. (in millions) 
Defense Health Program: 

Hepatitis A Vaccine ........ .. ........ ..... . 
Military Health Service System 

Info. Mgmt ............... ... ........ ..... ... . 
Uniformed Service Univ.-Health 

Sciences ......... ............................. . 
Pacific Island Health Care Program 
Brown Tree Snakes ........................ . 
Cancer Control Program- Charles-

3.2 

4.4 
1.4 

2.0 
42.4 

10.0 

10.0 
5.0 

44.2 

32.0 

13.0 
6.0 

$25.0 

10.0 

13.0 
5.0 
1.0 

year, changes that we have tried to 
make in subsequent bills to reflect his 
guidance. We again will examine this 
bill as we go to conference to make 
sure that we have done the best we can 
to accept his advice and counsel. But I 
deeply, truly am grateful to him for 
the time he takes on the bill. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator 

from Alaska for his consideration of 
my remarks and the context in which 
they are intended. I appreciate the de
gree of cooperation he and the Senator 
from Hawaii have accorded me and my 
staff in the examination of the pending 
amendments. I am grateful for that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, par

liamentary inquiry. What is the floor 
situation right now? Is the bill open for 

ton Navy Hospital ....................... . 
Army Research Ins ti tu te .............. .. 

amendments? 9
·
0 The PRESIDING OFFICER. A first-5.4 

Military Nursing Research ............ . 5.0 degree amendment is currently pend-
Disaster Management Training- ing to the bill. 

Tripler Army Medical Center .. ... . 
Health Care Cooperation between 

Military and Civilians-Holloman 
Air Force Base ..... .... ............. ... .. .. 

Diagnostic Ctr. of Excellence for 
Breast Cancer & Prostrate Can-

5.0 Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President , I ask 
unanimous consent that my amend
ment be put aside so we can consider 

7.0 the amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa. 

cer- Ft. Drum ............................. . 

Related Agencies (in millions) 
Kaho 'olawe Island Conveyance, Re

mediation, and Environmental Res-
toration Trust Fund ...................... . 

General Provisions (in millions) 
Shipbuilding Industrial Base En-

4.0 

$35.0 

hancement .. ..... .. .. ... ....... .. .. ... .. ... .... . $0.25 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, finally , I 

want to again thank the Senator from 
Alaska and the Senator from Hawaii 
for, as always, doing an outstanding 
and dedicated job in preparation of this 
very difficult and largest appropria
tions bill that we consider. We have 
had debate and discussion over my ob
jections for many years. I am sure that 
will continue. But that debate and dis
cussion has not been characterized by a 
lack of respect on my part for the out
standing job that both the Senator 
from Alaska and the Senator fr:om Ha
waii do. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 

await, sometimes with trepidation, the 
annual report of my good friend from 
Arizona. I know of no one who spends 
more time, other than Senator INOUYE 
and I do, than the Senator from Ari
zona. 

His comments are to the point. We do 
disagree on some of the issues. But I 
want the Senate to know once again we 
are grateful to him for the amount of 
time he puts into the bill. He has led, 
through his comments from year to 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 848 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of taxpayer 
funds to underwrite restructuring costs as
sociated with a business merger) 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro

poses an amendment numbered 848. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. . None of the fund s available to the 

Department of Defense under this Act may 
be obligated or expended to pay a contractor 
under a contract with the Department of De
fense for any costs incurred by the con
tractor when it is made known to the Fed
eral official having authority to obligate or 
expend such funds that such costs are re
structuring cost s associated with a business 
combination that were incurred on or after 
July 15, 1997. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
take just a few minutes here to de
scribe my amendment and what it 
does. I appreciate the chairman's will
ingness to set aside his amendment to 
take up this one. 

Mr. President, this is an amendment 
similar to one that I offered a year ago 
to get the Government out of the busi
ness of paying defense contractors for 
exercising their own best business 
judgment in merging together to form 
larger corporations, because that is 
what we are doing right now. Even 
though defense contractors want to 
merge-it is in their own best business 
interest to do so- taxpayers are com
ing in and subsidizing it. 

This is new. We have never done this 
before. Prior to July 1993, the Depart
ment of Defense had a longstanding 
practice of not permitting defense con
tractors to charge restructuring costs 
to flexibly priced contracts that were 
transferred from one contractor to an
other as a result of a business combina
tion. 

That was the longstanding policy of 
DOD. The rationale for this practice 
was that DOD should not have to pay 
increased costs merely because one 
contractor is combining with another 
contractor. That statement comes 
right out of a recent GAO report. 

But in July 1993, DOD changed its 
longstanding practice and uniformly 
began permitting defense contractors 
to charge restructuring costs to the 
taxpayers of this country. 

How did this come about? Did it 
come about because Congress passed a 
law permitting it? No. Was there ever 
any debate on the Senate floor about 
it? None whatsoever. Was there ever 
one hearing held on it? No, there was 
not one hearing held on it. 

What happened was that in 1993, then 
Undersecretary of Defense , Mr. John 
Deutch by name, was Undersecretary 
for Procurement. He decided, single
handedly, to change the longstanding 
policy and made this change. 

We raised the point at the time, I and 
otl).ers, that this was a change in the 
Federal Acquisition Regulations, 
[FAR]. To get a change like this in 
FAR, there was a process and proce
dure that one had to go through. It had 
to be published in the Federal Register. 
There had to be hearings on it. Con
gress had to act on it. None of that 
took place. 

When we raised the point that regu
lations were not followed in changing 
the FAR, Mr. Deutch testified that in 
fact this was not a change in FAR, this 
was simply an explanation of existing 
law, that indeed the Department of De
fense or any Federal agency had the 
authority to pay for the costs of merg
ers and acquisitions. So to get out from 
underneath violating the law, which I 
believe is what Mr. Deutch did at that 
time in terms of not going through the 
normal process, he then said, well, this 
really was not a change in FAR, it was 
simply an explanation of what was ex
isting law. 

That raised all kinds of questions, as 
I pointed out last year in the debate. 

If this had been existing law for all 
these years, then it does not just affect 
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the Department of Defense. It affects 
every agency of Government. That 
means that if hospitals merge, if they 
have Government contracts, can now 
come in and say, we want help for our 
mergers and acquisitions. 

This could go back years and years. 
People could come back from 20 years 
ago and say, Oh, well, we didn't know 
that that was existing law, so now we 
need to be reimbursed for the mergers 
we made in the past. 

So we are hung up on the twin horns 
of this sort of dilemma. On the one 
hand, if it was indeed a change in FAR, 
then Mr. Deutch and the Department 
of Defense did not go through proper 
procedures to accomplish that. If, on 
the other hand, it was not a change in 
FAR, then we have opened a Pandora's 
box for providing for taxpayer funding 
for any merger or combination for any 
company that has any Government 
contract. 

But I want to point out this is the 
Department of Defense, DOD, funding 
bill. And, you know, some of my col
leagues argue that we are tight for 
money in this bill. We tried last week 
to transfer some money out of DOD to 
pay for veterans. We were told we did 
not have enough money in DOD for 
that. Now we have a subsidy the likes 
of which we have never seen in this 
country. I call it the "money for noth
ing'' subsidy because that is exactly 
what the taxpayers are getting. 

Let us look at the mergers and acqui
sitions that we have had. 

Just last week Lockheed Martin an
nounced it would purchase Northrop 
Grumman for an estimated $11.6 bil
lion. Well, besides a nice stock boost 
for Northrop Grumman, which closed 
up 21.12 cents on the stock market 
when the merger was announced, these 
merging companies are also eligible to 
receive millions of dollars from the 
American taxpayers just for doing 
what is in their own best business in
terest. So that is why I am offering 
this amendment, a commonsense 
amendment to prevent these large and 
profitable companies from receiving 
taxpayer subsidies simply for merging. 

I am not saying they cannot merge. I 
am simply saying that the taxpayer 
should not fund it. 

For the life of me, I cannot see the 
wisdom in paying these profitable com
panies for merging when they are doing 
it in their own best business interest, 
when they are making a lot of money 
on the stock market, and we are pay
ing them with money that we just do 
not have. I thought we were trying to 
balance the budget. 

Again, this is not money for any 
goods that we are going to receive at 
all. I just think that if these companies 
want to merge, fine-I know the De
partment of Defense has been urging 
them to merge for savings to the tax
payers, possible savings to the tax
payers. I do not know whether that is 

true or not. There may be some sav
ings, but I do not think that has all 
been documented in terms of real sav
ings. But even if there are savings to 
the taxpayers, the fact is, these compa
nies are making a lot of money by 
merging. These companies would not 
merge if it was not in their best busi
ness interests to do so. There is no one 
at the Defense Department holding a 
hammer over their heads saying, Lock
heed, you must merge with Northrop 
Grumman. There is no one holding a 
hammer over the head of Boeing say
ing, You must merge with McDonnell 
Douglas. They are doing it because it is 
increasing their profits, increasing 
their bottom line for their stock
holders. Otherwise they would never do 
it. 

These mergers, aside from making 
more money for the companies, are in 
fact decreasing the amount of competi
tion that we have out there now for 
Government procurements. But now 
they say that, well, these mergers are 
going to save us money. 

Let me read a couple of passages 
from a recent DOD inspector general 
report, dated June 28, 1996. On page 9-
let me read it in its full context: 

Contractors ' [meaning defense contractors] 
are submitting cost proposals for activities 
called concentration, transition, economic 
planning, and other terms that do not imme
diately suggest restructuring and make the 
cost issues difficult for the Government to 
review, administer, and resolve. 

On page 10 of the same !G's report
this is still the DOD inspector general's 
report-they said that: 

One contractor's restructuring proposal 
projected savings over 10 years. But the con
tractor's projections are highly speculative 
since the volume of Government business is 
not guaranteed. The same contractor also 
proposed savings based on "synergies in the 
work force"-

How about that one? 
a term that is not defined in the existing 
procurement regulations, and is difficult at 
best to substantiate and evaluate. 

Not my words, this is the DOD in.:. 
spector general's words. 

On page 16 the same IG report: 
Amortization based on the projection of 

extendecl savings can almost make a mar
ginal acquisition appear attractive by 
spreading costs over a long period, and com
paring them to the projected savings to 
determine savings. In all cases, amorti
zation periods were selected for arbitrary 
reasons .... 

According to a GAO study of one 
business combination, they said: 

The net cost reduction certified by DOD 
represents less than 15 percent of the savings 
projected to the DOD 2 years earlier when 
they sought support for the proposed part
nership. 

So DOD said, here is the proposed 
savings. GAO did the study of it and 
said the cost reduction was less than 15 
percent of the proposed savings. 

So, I believe, Mr. President, this 
practice is clearly an abuse of tax-

payers' money. We rn~ver passed it in 
the Congress. I believe that if this had 
ever come up for a vote in the Senate 
to say that we are now going to pay for 
mergers and acquisitions for these 
companies who are going to make 
these huge profits, I do not think it 
ever would have passed. 

If these companies are merging for 
business reasons, why do they need a 
handout from the taxpayers? If they 
are not being ordered to do so by the 
Government-and they certainly are 
not; encouraged, yes, not ordered to do 
so-but if they are good, the mergers 
will happen anyway, and the taxpayers 
will receive any savings without pay
ing anything out. 

I know that is the point that is going 
to be made. We know that we can see 
some savings being made by these 
mergers. Fine. That is a great savings 
for the taxpayer if that is happening. 
But there is no reason we should have 
to pay for these mergers, because the 
companies are making much higher 
profits, much more money than they 
were before. 

So, therefore, we should not have to 
pay for them. Lawrence Korb, former 
Under Secretary of Defense, pointed 
out that defense contracting is still a 
profitable business. Over the past year, 
Lockheed Martin stock increased 48 
percent in value, Northrop Grumman 
stock is up 50 percent, and McDonnell 
Douglas went up a whopping 80 percent 
last year. That is fine. That is good. 
But then why do we have to come in 
and give taxpayers' money to them to 
merge? 

You do not have to take it from me 
but from a very conservative think 
tank, the Cato Institute, which said, 
" The costs associated by mergers 
should not be absorbed by Federal tax
payers. This is an egregious example of 
unwarranted corporate welfare in our 
budget." 

Taxpayers for Common Sense said, 
"It is time for the Pentagon to drop 
this ridiculous money-for-nothing pol
icy. " 

The Project on Government Over
sight said, "The new policy is 
unneeded, establishes inappropriate 
government intervention in the econ
omy, promotes layoffs of high-wage 
jobs, pays for excessive CEO salaries, 
and i~ likely to cost the government 
billions of dollars.'' 

Mr. President, it is time for the Pen
tagon to drop this ridiculous money
for-nothing policy. This policy is 
unneeded, it allows inappropriate Gov
ernment intervention in the economy, 
and is likely to cost more because it 
will limit competition. 

Mr. President, the GAO recently 
pointed out that in the last round of 
mergers and acquisitions they found 
the following: One, GAO was unable to 
account for savings for the Federal 
Government due to DOD's subsidies for 
mergers; second, the GAO reported 
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that the mergers have led to the layoff 
of 15,000 workers, with an additional 
4,000 expected. GAO also offered no evi
dence that the subsidy had resulted in 
any savings that would not have been 
achieved without Federal payments. 

There is another effect that we have 
not factored in here: 15,000 hard-work
ing blue-color Americans lost their 
jobs, most of them good union people, 
making pretty good wages-15,000 of 
them out of work. I suppose they be
long to unions like the machinists and 
a lot of other good unions, making 
good money. Fifteen thousand laid off 
because of these mergers and acquisi
tions. How many weht on food stamps? 
How many drew unemployment com
pensation? That is another cost to the 
taxpayers that was not picked up by 
these merger and acquisition costs or 
factored into the studies. 

Mr. John Deutch, in 1993, made a big 
mistake. We should not compound that 
mistake. Already, we have paid out 
$179 million to pay for mergers and ac
quisitions. There is pending right now 
on the books about $817 million that we 
can see. That is not counting the up
coming Boeing-McDonnell Douglas 
merger. How many more hundreds of 
millions of dollars will that add? 

My amendment, Mr. President, says 
simply that all of those that we have
and I want to make sure the managers 
of the bill understand this- all of those 
with which we have contractual ar
rangements, obviously have to be paid. 
What my amendment says is that those 
that have not been contractually made, 
we will not pay for these mergers or ac
quisitions. So if we have made the con
tracts, I guess we have to live up to it. 
But my amendment says none in the 
future. 

It is time to stop this ridiculous pol
icy of paying highly profitable compa
nies to do what is in their own best in
terests and which they would do any
way even if there were no Government 
subsidy. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 

discussed · this matter with the distin
guished Senator. I want to specifically 
call his attention to two sections that 
are in our bill that were in the bill the 
year before and the year before. One 
says: 

None of the funds available to the Depart
ment of Defense under this Act shall be obli
gated or expended to pay a contractor under 
a contract with the Department of Defense 
for costs of any amount paid by the con
tractor to an employee when-

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise 
in excess of the normal salary paid by the 
contractor to the employee; and 

(2) such bonus as part of restructuring 
costs associated with business combination. 

Second, we have a provision in this 
bill on page 91 section 8090. " None of 
the funds available to the Department 
of Defense under this Act may be obli
gated or expended to reimburse a de
fense contractor for restructuring costs 

associated with business combination 
of the defense contractor that occurs 
after the date of enactment"- and it 
was in last year's bill, also; so it covers 
all of the mergers and consolidations 
that the Senator has mentioned-"un
less: 

(1) the auditable savings for the Depart
ment of Defense resulting from restructuring 
will exceed the costs allowed by a factor of 
at least two to one, or 

(2) the savings for the Department of De
fense resulting from restructuring will ex
ceed the costs allowed and the Secretary of 
Defense determines that the business com
bination will result in the preservation of a 
critical capability that might otherwise be 
lost to the Department, and 

(3) the report required by section 818(e) of 
Public Law 103-337 be submitted to Congress 
in 1996 is submitted. 

Now, what we have done in the past 
is we have said that if clearly there is 
a two-in-one savings resulting from the 
combination, the buildings can be paid 
associated with restructuring. If it is a 
situation where the savings and the 
costs are equal, then the Department 
can pay costs associated with restruc
turing where it finds that it is in the 
interests of the Department and the 
United States · to have the consolida
tion because of its impact on our indus
trial base. That is the last part I want 
to mention to my friend. 

We have reduced procurement costs 
by over 60 percent now of the Depart
ment of Defense. In so doing, we faced 
the problem of what happens to the in
dustrial base. Many people have come 
to us and talked to us about this, come 
to the committee and talked to us 
about it. You have to maintain the in
dustrial base that is necessary to pro
vide this Nation with the systems that 
will be required in our defense. We have 
seen it in shipbuilding, in submarine 
building, in aircraft building, in tanks; 
we have seen it across the spectrum of 
procurement. 

In order to do that, in some in
stances, there have been incentives to 
industry to consolidate in the past. In 
this time, however, in this go-round, 
there have been no incentives paid, 
there has been the right of the Depart
ment to pay a portion of the restruc
turing costs when they meet these two 
tests. If the savings projected are twice 
as much as the costs, then the Depart
ment may pay the costs. 

I say to my friend, the problem of 
maintaining the industrial base is a 
very difficult one in a global economy. 
We are part of a global defense econ
omy now, too. There are enormous en
tities in other nations that are com
peting with our people to provide new 
equipment, military equipment to na
tions throughout the world, that are 
able to purchase and maintain sophisti
cated new technology for their own de
fense. 

Senator INOUYE and I have visited na
tions throughout the Pacific almost 
annually, and we have seen that. We 

have seen the desire for the acquisition 
of new high-performance aircraft for 
aircraft carriers, for submarines. We 
have seen that in terms of the purchase 
from the Soviet Union, some of the na
tions in the Persian Gulf. 

The point I am making is, if we are 
to be able to maintain the capability 
that we must have to compete, if nec
essary, once again, in restructuring our 
own industrial base and making it pos
sible to expand any of these systems, 
we have to maintain the minimum 
amount of industrial base necessary to 
do that. These restructurings that have 
taken place, in my judgment, have en
hanced the ability of the United States 
to maintain an industrial base, pri
marily the ones that my friend is talk
ing about in the field of aviation and 
that have happened just recently. Had 
those merg·ers, those consolidations 
not taken place, we would have seen 
the problem of the industrial basics ex
acerbated by some of those companies 
failing when they were under obliga
tion to the United States to complete 
existing contracts. 

These mergers and consolidations 
have enabled these companies to come 
together, and they will, in fact, fulfill 
existing contracts. There is still 
enough of a competitive structure 
within our Nation to assure competi
tion for future contracts. I understand 
the Senator has a GAO report on this 
matter. 

I think it is premature, really, to as
sess the impact of the laws we passed. 
By the way, there are other provisions 
in the authorization bill for the years 
past, and also in this year. I do not 
have the knowledge of every one of the 
i terns he mentioned on a personal 
basis, but I have the belief that the De
partment has before it a series of provi
sions that prohibit the reimbursement 
for the bonuses to start .with. They are 
not part of this at all. They cannot be 
paid. But beyond that , there are lim
ited cases when restructuring costs 
may be paid by the Department, either 
when the savings are 2-to-1 over the 
costs or where the Secretary finds it is 
at least equal savings to the costs, that 
those costs are in the interests of the 
Government in maintaining the indus
trial capacity to provide for our own 
defense. 

I say to the Senator, I reluctantly 
have to again oppose his amendment 
and I will do so. I do not stand here to 
say that there have not been some ex
cesses in American industry per se over 
the payment of bonuses and costs upon 
merger and consolidations, but I do 
think in terms of those that have 
taken place within the realm of indus
trial base and supplies to the Depart
ment of Defense we have acted in the 
past and we are maintaining again this 
year strict controls over what can be 
paid by the Department from tax
payers ' funds as a result of costs re
sulting from such restructuring. 
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Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate my chair

man's comments on this. I know that 
the law was changed last year; Com
merce put these provisions in there. 

Let me respond by saying that I 
think the GAO report points out that 
these are ephemeral, at best. It does 
say that you have to, if I could just 
have the chairman's attention, have 
the savings, the restructuring savings 
for DOD just has to be projected by at 
least 2-to-1. 

Then here is what the GAO said 
about estimating these savings. It said: 

Restructuring savings, on the other hand, 
are not recorded in a contractor's accounting 
records. Therefore, neither the amount nor 
the nature of the savings can be determined 
by reviewing the accounting records. Con
sequently, savings have to be estimated. For 
example, Northrop-Grumman's estimated 5-
year savings from closing the Grumman cor
porate headquarters of about $215 million, of 
which about $100 million represents the labor 
and fringe costs that would be avoided over 
the 5-year period by laying off approximately 
250 workers. These savings are, therefore, an 
estimate of a cost avoidance over the 5 
years, the cost of the additional people that 
would have been needed had the head
quarters not been closed. 

The savings from restructuring activities 
we examined were generally in the form of 
such future cost avoidances. The initial esti
mate of restructuring savings is simple in 
concept because it makes the critical as
sumption that everything else, except for the 
restructuring, is the same after a business 
combination as before. Because things are 
never the same, it is difficult to precisely 
identify actual savings several years after 
the initial estimate is prepared. 

Basically, what they are saying is, 
all of this money is fungible. I know 
the chairman says that we put a provi
sion in there saying they can't use any 
of this money to pay bonuses. Fine. 
But they can go ahead and pay big bo
nuses and they can shift the cost over 
somewhere else, and we pay for closing 
an office and laying off 250 workers, 
which is a cost avoidance. 

So this money is all fungible. The 
GAO says there is no accounting prin
ciple that they can look to to deter
mine that. So these are projected sav
ings, not actual. 

I say to my friend from Alaska, the 
distinguished chairman, projected sav
ings, well, I can tell you, any defense 
industry that is going to merge is 
going to show you that the savings to 
the taxpayers is much more than 2-to-
1 over the amount of money we are 
going to give them for merging. That is 
an absolute because they are going to 
be able to show those kinds of savings. 
That is not the point. The point is, 
they are going to merge because it is in 
their best business interest to do so. 

Last week, Northrop-Grumman stock 
went up $21.12 a share. That is a lot of 
money. The stockholders or share
holders are happy about this. They 
have the money to go ahead and merge. 
This is in their best business interest 
to do so. If the taxpayers get savings 
out of it, fine, I am all for it. We should 

get savings out of it. But why should 
we pay them to do something that they 
are going to do anyway? Let us get the 
savings. Let it be 2-to-1. I hope it is 3-
to-1, or 4-to-1, or 5-to-l. But we don't 
have to give them this money to do it. 

So that is in response to what the 
chairman just said. Yes, they have to 
project that the savings will exceed the 
allowed costs-that is the money we 
give them- by a factor of 2-to-1. Be
lieve me, they are going to show that 
without any problem whatsoever. But 
if they can't, there is another loophole 
because if the projected savings to DOD 
exceeded the costs allowed, the sec
retary can determine if the business 
combination will result in the preser
vation of a critical capability. So there 
is another loophole if, in fact, they 
can't meet that test. Believe me they 
will meet that test. 

My bottom line is still this: These de
fense contractors are merging because 
it is in their best business interest to 
do so. It is not in our best interest, I 
don't think- not all the time-because 
I think we are destroying a lot of com
petition that was out there. But there 
is no reason for the taxpayers to sub
sidize it. That is what this amendment 
does. It simply stops it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I believe 

the measure before us has addressed 
this problem. The problem in issue is 
rather painful. On one hand, it is our 
intention, and the intention of our De
partment of Defense, to maintain and 
retain an industrial base. How do we 
maintain an industrial base if there are 
too many companies involved in one 
scope of work, adding to the cost of de
fense? We have found that by encour
aging restructuring, they can bring 
about a definite reduction in costs-a 
reduction in costs to the taxpayers, a 
reduction in costs to the Department. 

Mr. President, there is no question 
that when we do achieve cost reduction 
brought about by restructuring, men 
and women will find themselves with
out employment. And so we are faced 
with this predicament: Do we subsidize 
a company by paying large sums of 
money for services and products, know
ing that it can be done less expen
sively, but since we don't want men 
and women to lose their jobs, we sub
sidize their company to maintain an 
overloaded work force? 

We have decided that it would be in 
our national interest, in the interest of 
the Defense Department, and in the in
terest of the taxpayers that we bring 
down the cost of Government. We do 
have other programs-not in the de
fense bill, but in other accounts-such 
as labor, health and human services, 
Medicare, Medicaid, welfare to help, to 
the extent possible, those who may 
have become victims of restructuring. 
But we have, Mr. President-the chair
man and I- the responsibility of pre
senting to the Senate a measure that 

we are confident would bring about the 
best service, the best product, at the 
least cost. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be no 
further debate on the Senator's amend
ment and that it not be subject to sec
ond-degree amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 

awaiting the arrival of another Sen
ator. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 11 a.m. on 
Tuesday the Senate resume consider
ation of this bill, the DOD appropria
tions bill, and that the following be the 
only remaining amendments in order 
with relevant second-degree amend
ments in order: 

First, there is a managers' package 
that we will offer; 

There is a pending amendment, No. 
846; 

We have the Hutchison amendment 
on war criminals; 

McCain amendment to strike section 
8097; 

The McCain amendment; we will call 
it the "Buy America" amendment; 

The Dorgan amendment on flood re
lief; 

A second Dorgan amendment on re
engining authority; 

A Feinstein amendment on land 
transfer; 

A second amendment on NATO ex
pansion cost cap; 

Graham amendment, which I believe 
is cosponsored by Senator MACK, on 
electronic combat testing; 

The Harkin amendment, which is the 
second pending amendment for which 
the yeas and nays were just ordered on, 
amendment 848; 

Senator INOUYE may have a man
agers' amendment in addition to mine; 

The Robb Marc card amendment; 
And that, following the disposition of 

those amendments, S. 1005 then be read 
a third time, the Senate proceed to 
vote on the passage of the bill; 

That further, when the Senate re
ceives the House companion measure, 
the Senate immediately proceed to its 
consideration. 
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I further ask that all after the enact

ing clause be stricken, and the text of 
the Senate bill S. 1005 be inserted in 
lieu of the House-passed bill, the bill be 
read a third time, and passed. 

I further ask that the Senate insist 
on its amendment and request a con
ference with the House, and that the 
Chair be authorized to appoint con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is 

my understanding that, other than 
those amendments that have now been 
qualified under this unanimous-consent 
agreement, · no further amendments 
will be in order. 

It will be our intention to try to 
move as quickly as possible once we 
are on the bill tomorrow morning at 11 
o'clock to dispose of the amendments I 
have listed. And I would ask that all 
staff be notified that we shall seek 
time agreements on those amendments 
when they are called up. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll . 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a pe
riod for the transaction of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business Friday, July 11, 1997, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$5,355,085,035,915.18. Five trillion, three 
hundred fifty-five billion, eighty-five 
million, thirty-five thousand, nine hun
dred fifteen dollars and eighteen cents. 

Twenty-five years ago, July 11, 1972, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$429,654,000,000-four hundred twenty
nine billion, six hundred fifty-four mil
lion-which reflects a debt increase of 
nearly $5 trillion; $4,925,431,035,915.18-
four trillion, nine hundred twenty-five 
billion, four hundred thirty-one mil
lion, thirty-five thousand, nine hun
dred fifteen dollars and eighteen 
cents-during the past 25 years. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO VERA 
FAIRBANKS CELEBRATING HER 
lOOth BIRTHDAY 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 

today to encourage my colleagues to 

join me in congratulating Vera Fair
banks of Blue Springs, MO, who will 
celebrate her lOOth birthday on August 
2, 1997. Vera is a truly remarkable indi
vidual. She has witnessed many of the 
events that have shaped our Nation 
into the greatest the world has ever 
known. The longevity of Vera's life has 
meant much more, however, to the 
many relatives and friends whose lives 
she has touched over the last 100 years. 

Vera's celebration of 100 years of life 
is a testament to me and all Missou
rians. Her achievements are significant 
and deserve to be recognized. I would 
like to join her friends and relatives in 
wishing· Vera heal th and happiness in 
the future. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 7, 1997, the Sec
retary of the Senate, on July 14, 1997, 
during the adjournment of the Senate, 
received a message from the House of 
Representatives arinouncing that the 
Speaker has signed the following en
rolled bills: 

H.R. 1901. An act to clarify that the protec
tions of the Federal Tort Claims Act apply 
to the members and personnel of the Na
tional Gambling Impact Study Commission. 

S.J. Res. 29. Joint resolution to direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to design and con
struct a permanent addition to the Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt Memorial in Washington, 
D.C., and for other purposes. 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 7, 1997, the en
rolled bills were signed on January 14, 
1997, during the adjournment of the 
Senate by the Acting President pro 
tempore (Mr. ROBERTS). 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 3:10 p.m. , a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that pursuant to the provi
sions of section 40003 of Public Law 105-
18, the minority leader appoints the 
following individuals to the National 
Commission on the Cost of Higher Edu
cation: Dr. Blanche Touhill of Missouri 
and Dr. Walter Massey of Georgia. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 14, 1997 he had presented 
to the President of the United States, 
the following enrolled joint resolution: · 

S.J. Res. 29. Joint resolution to direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to design and con
struct a permanent addition to the Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt Memorial in Washington, 
D.C., and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 

accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-2484. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, U.S. De
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to conditions in 
Burma; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

EC- 2485. A communication from the Sec
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual report for fiscal year 1996; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC- 2486. A communication from the Acting 
Secretary of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule enti
tled " Conditional Exemption from Termi
nology Section of the Care Labeling Rule" 
received on July 2, 1997; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC- 2487. A communication from the Execu
tive Vice President and Chief Operating Offi
cer of the Corporation For Public Broad
casting, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on services to minorities and other 
groups; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2488. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation to authorize appro
priations to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration for human space 
flight, science, aeronautics, and technology, 
mission support, and Inspector General, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2489. A communication from the Chair
man of the Surface Transportation Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule enti
tled "Abandonment and Discontinuance of 
Rail Lines and Rail Transportation" re
ceived on July 7, 1997; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC- 2490. A communication from the Assist
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Depart
ment of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a rule entitled "Notice of Final Fund
ing Priorities for Fiscal Years 1997-1998" re
ceived on July 10, 1997; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-2491. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Public/Private Initia
tives, the Commercial Service of the U.S.A., 
International Trade Administration, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a rule entitled 
" Federal Register Notice" (RIN0625-XX07) 
received on July 7, 1997; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC- 2492. A communication from the Execu
tive Vice President and Chief Operating Offi
cer of the Corporation For Public Broad
casting, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on services to minorities and other 
groups; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2493. A ·communication from the Ad
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, a report entitled " Present State 
of Knowledge of the Upper Atmosphere 1996: 
An Assessment Report"; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memo

rials were laid before the Senate and 
were ref erred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM- 178. A resolution adopted by 
Manistee County Board of Commissioners, 
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Manistee Michigan relative to the English 
language; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

POM-179. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of New Hampshire; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 4 
Whereas, on May 21, 1996 New Hampshire 

became the first state in the nation to enact 
electric utility restructuring legislation, 
which provides for competitive retail cus
tomer choice of electric generation suppliers 
for all customers in 1988: and 

Whereas, the United States Congress and 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) by statute and orders have laid the 
groundwork for retail competition, by 
prompting wholesale competition in elec
tricity markets through the adoption of the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 and the issuance of 
FERC Order No. 888 promoting open access 
transmission services; and 

Whereas, there remain some impediments 
and ambiguities in federal law relative to 
states' promotion of retail competition in 
electricity markets and the restructuring of 
the electric utility industry, and ambiguities 
in the boundary between federal and state 
jurisdiction; and 

Whereas, divestiture by vertically inte
grated electric utilities of their electric gen
eration business and their electric trans
mission and distribution business into sepa
rate en ti ties may be a desirable part of elec
tric utility restructuring, some states may 
want to encourage or mandate such divesti
ture, and the spinning off of one business or 
the other to current shareholders may be a 
desirable method of implementing this goal; 
and 

Whereas, New Hampshire has adopted an 
electric utility restructuring policy principle 
in law which states, "Increased competition 
in the electric industry should be imple
mented in a manner that supports and fur
thers the goals of environmental improve
ment, " and which continues, " As generation 
becomes deregulated, innovative market
driven approaches are preferred to regu
latory controls to reduce adverse environ
mental impacts," and 

Whereas, FERC has indicated a clear desire 
that the United States Environmental Pro
tection Agency implement appropriate envi
ronmental regulation to accompany electric 
utility restructuring; and 

Whereas, the United States Congress is 
considering federal legislation to encourage 
and promote retail competition and cus
tomer choice in electricity supply markets; 
now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives in General Court convened, That 
the general court of New Hampshire hereby 
urges the United States Congress, FERC, and 
other federal agencies to continue to cooper
ate with and support state efforts to restruc
ture the electric utility industry and pro
mote retail competition; and 

That Congress and FERC should affirm 
state authority to order retail customer 
choice of electric generation suppliers in
cluding the authority to order filing of tar
iffs for the provision of retail transmission 
service by electric utilities under state juris
diction and their affiliates, consistent with 
needs of retail customers as well as FERC's 
open access policies and comparability prin
ciples; and 

That Congress should affirm that states 
have jurisdiction over all retail sales of elec
tricity to end users within the state, so that 
states can require the imposition of 

nonbypassable distribution charges on all re
tail customers, even if there are no distribu
tion facilities under state jurisdiction in
volved; and 

That Congress should make clear state au
thority to order divestiture of generation as
sets by electric utilities that own distribu
tion; and 

That Congress should remove tax code ob
stacles and other barriers to electric utility 
restructuring, such as barriers to divestiture 
of generation assets by vertically integrated 
utilities or holding companies; and 

That Congress should eliminate mandatory 
purchase requirements of the Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 once all cus
tomers of a utility have the right to choose 
their own supplier of electricity; and 

That Congress and the EPA should pursue 
policies, including amendments to the Clean 
Air Act, that promote market based systems 
which ensure continued and ongoing environ
mental improvement and reduction of air 
pollution emissions from electric power gen
eration plants, and provide for fair competi
tion among all generators; and 

That copies of this resolution be sent by 
the clerk of the house of representatives to 
the President of the United States, the 
President of the United States Senate, the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, the Secretary of the United 
States Department of Energy, the chair
persons of the committees of the United 
States Congress having jurisdiction over 
electric utility restructuring, and to each 
member of the New Hampshire congressional 
delegation. 

POM- 180. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Tennessee; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 53 
Whereas, the integrity of Tennessee's in

frastructure is dependent upon the continued 
support of the federal government and its 
funding mechanisms; and 

Whereas, the Chickamauga Lock plays a 
significant role in the Tennessee Valley 
economy, serving as a getaway for the trans
porting of goods into and out of the Ten
nessee Valley; and 

Whereas, located upstream from Chat
tanooga on the Tennessee River, the Chicka
mauga Lock is an integral part of the river's 
navigational system; and 

Whereas, in recent years, the Chickamauga 
Lock has developed serious structural prob
lems, which have caused it to deteriorate at 
a rapid pace, and, despite close monitoring 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority, the lock 
has now deteriorated to the point that re
pairs are ineffective; and 

Whereas, TVA's final congressionally ap
propriated budget contains language prohib
iting TV A from using 1997 funds for the new 
lock and from moving forward with detailed 
engineering and construction activities this 
fiscal year; and 

Whereas, TVA estimates that, if left un
checked, the structural problems will cause 
the Lock to be closed to traffic by 2005, forc
ing the abandonment of over 350 miles of 
navigable waterway above Chattanooga; and 

Whereas, closing the Chickamauga Lock 
would also result in the loss of several thou
sand jobs, an increase in the cost of alter
native modes of transportation, a forfeiture 
of $25 million annually in transportation 
savings, and pose serious problems for water
dependent industries and burgeoning water
front development projects; and 

Whereas, it is incumbent upon the mem
bers of this legislative body to ensure the 

continued welfare of all Tennesseans and to 
maintain the state's prominent position as a 
leader in the Southeast's economic develop
ment; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the one-hundredth 
General Assembly of the State of Tennessee, the 
House of Representatives concurring, That this 
General Assembly hereby supports the con
struction of a new Chickamauga Lock and 
memorializes the Congress of the United 
States to proceed expeditiously with engi
neering studies and to fund the replacement 
of the Chickamauga Lock on the Tennessee 
River; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President and Secretary 
of the United States Senate, the Speaker and 
the Clerk of the House of Repres~ntatives of 
the United States, and to each member of 
the Tennessee Congressional Delegation. 

POM- 181. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Ohio; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 17 
Whereas, men and women of the United 

States Armed Forces fought valiantly in the 
Persian Gulf in 1991 to protect the interests 
of their country; and 

Whereas, more than 10,000 of these soldiers 
who fought for their country in the Persian 
Gulf are now suffering severe heal th prob
lems believed to be a direct result of their 
service in the War and referred to as " Gulf 
War Syndrome," and by the end of 1993 the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs had approved 
only 79 of 2,500 claims for disability com
pensation benefits from veterans whose 
symptoms have been attributed to Gulf War 
Syndrome; and 

Whereas, the Department of Defense has 
recently acknowledged that United States 
soldiers were exposed to Iraqi chemical 
weapons during the War and nerve gas dur
ing a military operation after the War; and 

Whereas, experts agree there should be 
more research into Gulf War Syndrome and 
its link to chemical agent exposure; now 
therefore be it 

Resolved , That the General Assembly of the 
State of Ohio requests the Secretary of De
fense to adequately research the cause and 
symptoms of Gulf War Syndrome and the 
President and Congress to adequately fund 
the care and relief of those veterans who 
have been exposed to the causes of the dis
ease; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislative Clerk of the 
House of Representatives transmit duly au
thenticated copies of this Resolution to the 
President of the United States, to the Sec
retary of Defense of the United States, to the 
members of the Ohio Congressional delega
tion, to the Speaker and Clerk of the United 
States House of Representatives, to the 
President Pro Tempore and Secretary of the 
United States Senate, and to the news media 
of Ohio. 

POM- 182. A resolution adopted by the Sen
ate of the Legislature of the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania; to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 38 
Whereas , the biggest water pollution prob

lem facing this Commonwealth today is pol
luted water draining from abandoned coal 
mines; and 

Whereas, over half the streams that do not 
meet water quality standards in this Com
monwealth are affected by mine drainage; 
and 

Whereas, this Commonwealth has over 
250,000 acres of abandoned mine lands, refuse 
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banks and old mine shafts in 45 of Penn
sylvania's 67 counties, more than any other 
state in the nation; and 

Whereas, the Department of Environmental 
Protection estimates it will cost more than 
$15 billion to reclaim and restore abandoned 
mine lands; and 

Whereas, the Commonwealth now receives 
about $20 million a year from the Federal 
Government to do reclamation projects; and 

Whereas, there is now a $1 billion balance 
in the Federal Abandoned Mine Reclamation 
Trust Fund that is set aside by law to take 
care of pollution and safety problems caused 
by old coal mines; and 

Whereas, Pennsylvania is the fourth largest 
coal producing state in the nation, and coal 
operators contribute significantly to the 
fund by paying a special fee for each ton of 
coal they mine; and 

Whereas, the Department of Environmental 
Protection and 39 county conservation dis
tricts through the Western and Eastern 
Pennsylvania Coalitions for Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation have worked as partners to im
prove the effectiveness of mine reclamation 
programs; and 

Whereas, Pennsylvania has been working 
with the Interstate Mining Compact Com
mission, the National Association of Aban
doned Mine Land Programs and other states 
to free more of these funds to clean up aban
doned mine lands; and 

Whereas, making more funds available to 
states for abandoned mine reclamation 
should preserve the interest revenues now 
being made available for the United Mine 
Workers Combined Benefit Fund; and 

Whereas, the Federal Office of Surface Min
ing, the United States Environmental Pro
tection Agency and Congress have not agreed 
to make more funds available to states for 
abandoned mine reclamation; therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of Pennsylvania 
urge the President of the United States and 
Congress make the $1 billion of Federal mon
eys already earmarked for abandoned mine 
land reclamation available to states to clean 
up and make safe our abandoned mine lands; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, to the presiding officers of each 
house of Congress and to each member of 
Congress. 

POM-183. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Michigan; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 14 
Whereas, The maintenance of a high qual

ity road network is vital to the economic 
health of our state. As the home of the city 
that put America on wheels, we in Michigan 
appreciate this relationship instinctively. 
Roads of less than excellent quality impede 
commerce, discourage job formation, and di
minish our quality of life. Road maintenance 
is simultaneously one of the least glamorous 
of tasks and one of the most important re
sponsibilities that the state carries out; and 

Whereas, We in Michigan levy a tax on the 
purchase of gasoline in order to repair and 
improve our system of roads and highways. 
As a tax on those who use the highways, it 
is one of our fairest means of raising rev
enue. Just as the states levy a tax on gaso
line purchases, so too does the federal gov
ernment. One consequence of the federal gov
ernment's taxation of gasoline is the effec
tive limit it places on states that need addi
tional revenue for road repair. As mainte
nance costs rise and as cars become more 
fael efficient, the ability of gasoline tax rev-

enue to fund road work is diminished. In ad
dition, increases in federal gasoline taxes ef
fectively block states from raising state 
taxes on fuel due to the need to avoid too 
steep of an increase that might stifle eco
nomic growth; and 

Whereas, If the federal government used its 
revenue from the federal gasoline tax to help 
states maintain their roads, this dual tax
ation might not be harmful in practice be
cause the tax money would still repair our 
roads regardless of who collected the funds. 
Unfortunately, the 1993 federal gasoline tax 
increase of 4.3 cents per gallon has been de
voted to deficit reduction. While deficit re
duction is a valid and admirable goal, uti
lizing revenue from a source which should be 
ear-marked for road maintenance effectively 
deprives the states of an adequate means to 
repair and expand their roads; now, therefore 
be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring) That we memorialize the 
United States Congress to return to the 
states the revenue collected under the gaso
line tax increase of 1993; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele
gation. 

POM- 184. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the Legislature of the State of 
Michigan; to the Committee on Appropria
tions. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 25 
Whereas, the men and women who served 

our country in the Persian Gulf War suffered 
significant economic losses when they were 
mobilized into active duty from reserve sta
tus. Many of these individuals, especially the 
self-employed, faced great personal difficul
ties upon their return to civilian life. Some 
lost businesses, which caused others to lose 
jobs and wages as well; and 

Whereas, in recognition of the economic 
hardship to reservists called to active duty, 
the Congress included in the 1996 Defense Au
thorization Act provisions for the Ready Re
serve Mobilization Income Insurance Pro
gram (RRMIIP). This initiative allows mem
bers of the ready reserve not already on ac
tive duty the option of buying insurance to 
provide coverage for income lost when and if 
they are called to leave their jobs to serve 
the country; and 
- Whereas, since its establishment, the 
RRMIIP has been a frustrating experience. 
The reservists have been faced with confu
sion in signing up for the coverage. For those 
administering the program, administrative 
requirements have created a nightmare of 
paperwork, especially those mandating 
verification that those declining the pro
gram were indeed offered the opportunity to 
participate; and 

Whereas, a glaring example of the prob
lems with the RRMIIP is the question of 
when a person can sign up and if coverage 
can be changed. A sixty-day window for en
rollment was opened October 1, 1996. Due to 
administrative complications, another win
dow for enrollment was opened later. How
ever, reservists from the initial sign-up pe
riod were not allowed to enhance their cov
erage, and 

Whereas, it is unfair to prevent those who 
signed up for coverage during the initial en
rollment period the option of increasing cov
erage when this opportunity is presented to 
others. This is certainly not the practice 
when enrollments for insurance are opened 

for employees in other governmental agen
cies or institutions. This worthwhile pro
gram needs to be improved to better serve 
our reservists and their families. Failure to 
provide these needed improvements is an af
front to those who have put themselves in 
peril for our nation, as well as to everyone 
who values the sacrifices our military re
servists make on behalf of every American; 
now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United 
States appropriate sufficient funds to ensure 
that the obligation to current enrollees is 
satisfied; and be it further 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, 
That we memorialize the Congress of the 
United States to make changes in the Ready 
Reserve Mobilization Income Insurance Pro
gram; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele
gation. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. McCAIN, from the Committee on 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute: 

S. 39. A bill to amend the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act of 1972 to support the Inter
national Dolphin Conservation Program in 
the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean, and for 
other purposes . 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. WYDEN: 
S . 1011. A bill for the relief of Marina 

Khalina and her son, Albert Miftakhov; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 1012. A bill to amend the Harmonized 

Tariff Schedule of the United States to cor
rect the tariff treatment of costumes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. LOTT, 
Mr. BURNS, and Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 1013. A bill to provide for the guarantee 
of the payment of interest on loans to cer
tain air carriers for the purchase of regional 
jet aircraft to improve air transportation to 
underserved markets, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
GRASS LEY): 

S. 1014. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to include liability to pay 
compensation under workmen's compensa
tion acts within the rules relating to certain 
personal liability assignments; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1015. A bill to provide for the exchange 

of lands within Admiralty Island National 
Monument, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 1016. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for the Coastal Heritage Trail Route in New 
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Jersey, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1015. A bill to provide for the ex

change of lands within Admiralty Is
land National Monument, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

HOOD BAY LAND EXCHANGE ACT OF 1997 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
authorize and direct a lanP. exchange 
which will greatly benefit the commu
nity of Sitka, AK. This bill will: ensure 
that an important water system now 
currently under an easement will be 
conveyed· to the city of Sitka in order 
to provide its residents with an assured 
water supply into the future; provide 
for a spectacular inholding encom-· 
passing approximately 50 acres on Ad
miralty Island to be added to the Ad
miralty Island National Monument; ex
tinguish a reversionary interest on 
land owned at Sitka by the Alaska 
Pulp Corp. In return for the extinguish
ment of the reversionary interest, the 
corporation will convey the 50-acre 
inholding on Admiralty Island to the 
Forest Service to be included in the 
monument, as well as the water system 
lands to the city of Sitka. 

Mr. President, Admiralty Island is an 
area with outstanding conservation 
values. The land exchange authorized 
in the bill I am sponsoring will ensure 
that this private inholding is included 
in the monument and in the wilderness 
area as appropriate. 

This exchange is supported by the 
city and borough of Sitka, and the city 
administrator has requested me to 
sponsor this legislation and expedite 
the exchange. 

This exchange is truly in the best in
terests of all involved. The U.S. Gov
ernment even comes out ahead on 
value. Recent appraisals for the var
ious lands and interests exchanged 
show that the Admiralty Island land is 
valued at more than the reversionary 
interest which will be exchanged. As a 
condition of my legislation, the cor
poration is required to waive its right 
to any compensation for this difference 
in value. 

In summary, as a result of this ex
change the Admiralty Island Monu
ment land ownership pattern will be 
consolidated, the city of Sitka will re
ceive valuable lands in fee ownership 
on which parts of its water system are 
located, and the corporation will be 
free of a problematic reversionary in
terest in its property. As a bonus, the 
Federal Government realizes a net ben
efit in the value of the exchange. This 
is a sound deal in the best interests of 
all parties. 

It is my hope that this legislation 
can pass this body and the Congress in 
the near future. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him
self and Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 1016. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for the Coastal Heritage Trail 
Route in New Jersey, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 
LEGISLATION TO REAUTHORIZE THE NEW JERSEY 

COASTAL HERITAGE TRAIL ROUTE 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation re
authorizing the New Jersey Coastal 
Heritage Trail Route. The New Jersey 
Coastal Heritage Trail is the crown 
jewel of the Jersey Shore and my bill 
will provide the necessary funding to 
complete the trail and preserve it for 
future generations of New Jersey resi
dents and visitors. 

The Coastal Heritage Trail Route 
was first authorized in 1988 through 
Public Law 100-515, legislation au
thored by former Senator Bill Bradley. 
I was proud to cosponsor. The legisla
tion allowed the Secretary of the Inte
rior to design a vehicular route that 
would enable the public to appreciate, 
enjoy, and work to protect, the nation
ally significant natural and cultural 
sites along the New Jersey coastline 
and the Delaware Bay. When com
pleted, the trail system will include 
five self-discovery theme trails which 
travel along the coast of New Jersey. 
The 275 miles of the trail which will 
travel through eight counties, will 
begin north in Perth Amboy, continue 
down the Atlantic Coast to Cape May 
in the south, and head northwest along 
the Delaware Bay shoreline to Deep
water. The trail will be accessible from 
the Garden State Parkway and Route 
49, and well-marked routes will lead 
from the corridors to regional welcome 
centers which will include interpreta
tive information. 

The National Park Service, through 
a partnership with the State of New 
Jersey, the Pinelands Commission, and 
local communities, recorded nearly 400 
sites and developed alternative con
cepts for trail protection and interpre
tation. These activities were docu
mented in the "Resource Inventory and 
Study of Alternatives'', released in No
vember 1990. In April 1991, after public 
review and comment of this document, 
the Park Service established an overall 
trail concept. 

The Maritime History Trail, which 
opened in 1993, celebrates and explores 
the coastal trade, defense of the Na
tion, and the fishing· and ship building 
industries. Visitors to this trail can 
stop, for example, at the Belford Sea
food Co-op, a cooperative commercial 
fishing operation located on the shores 
of Sandy Hook Bay. The community of 
Belford is over 200 years old and is re
ported to be the oldest fishing port on 
the east coast, with many third- and 
fourth-generation fishers. 

The Coastal Habitats Trail, which 
opens this year, explores barrier is
lands, wetlands, estuaries, and other 

habitats from sandy beaches to mari
time forests that provide homes to 
many plants and animals. Also opening 
this year is the Wildlife Migrations 
Trail, which explores places along the 
Atlantic Flyway, a critical nesting and 
feeding area for many species of birds. 
It also celebrates the habitat of the 
horseshoe crab along the Delaware 
Bay. 

The Historic Settlements Trail ex
plores historic communities whose 
economies were based on local natural 
resources such as the bog iron commu
nity at Allaire State Park, the cran
berry and timber industry located at 
Double Trouble State Park, and the 
glassmaking communities in Cum
berland and Salem Counties. 

The Relaxation and Inspiration Trail 
will explore how people used their lei
sure time, and includes the religious 
retreats of Ocean Grove and Cape 
May's historic district and boardwalks, 
and visits the artists who were inspired 
by the Jersey shore. 

Mr. President, the New Jersey Coast
al Heritage Trail Route exemplifies 
how successful the National Park Serv
ice has been in forging partnerships 
with State and local governments, and 
private individuals and organizations. 
Since its beginning in 1988, the Park 
Service has received less than $1 mil
lion in Federal assistance. The author
izing legislation appropriately called 
upon the Park Service to match 50 per
cent with non-federal funds. The Park 
Service has gone well beyond that tar
get, raising over $818,000 in non-federal 
funds. Yet in fiscal year 1998, the au
thorization ceiling of $1.25 million will 
have been reached. My bill would in
crease the authorization level for the 
trail to $4 million, and extend the au
thorization to the year 2004, which 
would give the Park Service the addi
tional time it needs to complete the 
trail. This is a small investment, I be
lieve, to preserve the richness of New 
Jersey's and the Nation's history. 

The Coastal Heritage Trail Route has 
brought national recognition and stat
ure to many of New Jersey's special 
places, and helps to contribute to New 
Jersey's second largest industry, tour
ism. I invite my colleagues to join me 
in support of this legislation which will 
ensure that many more of these gems 
of New Jersey and the Nation are un
derstood, celebrated, and protected. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1016 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA· 

TIO NS. 
Section 6 of Public Law 100-515 (16 U.S.C. 

1244 note) is amended-
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(1) in subsection (b)(l), by striking 

"$1,000,000" and inserting " $4,000,000"; and 
(2) in subsection (c), by striking " five " and 

inserting " 10". 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 775 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
775, a bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to exclude gain or 
loss from the sale of livestock from the 
computation of capital gain net income 
for purposes of the earned income cred
it. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 38 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D 'AMATO], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], and the Senator 
from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 38, a concurrent 
resolution to state the sense of the 
Congress regarding the obligations of 
the People's Republic of China under 
the Joint Declaration and the Basic 
Law to ensure that Hong Kong remains 
autonomous, the human rights of the 
people of Hong Kong remain protected, 
and the government of the Hong Kong 
SAR is elected democratically. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 106 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name 
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF
FORDS] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 106, a resolution to 
commemorate the 20th anniversary of 
the Presidential Management Intern 
Program. 

AMENDMENT NO. 830 

At the request of Mr. KERRY his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
Amendment No. 830 proposed to S. 936, 
an original bill to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1998 for military 
activities of the Department of De
fense , for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT FOR FIS
CAL YEAR 1998 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 837 
Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend

ment to the bill (S. 1005) making appro
priations for the Department of De
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

On page 30, line number 5, strike the num
ber "$2,431,741,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$2,411, 741,000"; 

On page 28, line number 9, strike the num
ber "$2,865,800,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$2,832,800,000" ; 

On page 20, line number 12, strike the num
ber "$322,200,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" 382,200,000" . 

HUTCHISON (AND WARNER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 838 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 

Mr. WARNER) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1005, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate point, add the following 
(and conform the table of contents accord
ingly:) 
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING MIS· 

SION CREEP IN BOSNIA. 
(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds the fol

lowing: 
(1) NATO forces have begun various mili

tary operations in Bosnia aimed at capturing 
other alleged war criminals, including the 
capture of a Bosnia Serb police chief in 
northwest Bosnia. In this altercation, at 
least one British soldier was injured. 

(2) On July 3, State Department spokes
man Nicholas Burns stated that a Bosnian 
Serb television report that NATO peace
keepers had been ordered to arrest Radovan 
Karadzic and Ratko Mladic on sight was " ab
solutely and unequivocally false. " 

(3) In support of that position, the Su
preme Allied Commander in Europe, General 
George Joulwan, reaffirmed on Monday, July 
7, that " the principal responsibility for [ap
prehending war criminals] lies with the (Bos
nian) parties themselves." 

(4) On March 18, 1997, General Joulwan tes
tified before the Senate Armed Service Com
mittee that "the military are not policemen. 
And I think, again, the proper responsibility 
rests on the parties. That is what Dayton 
says . . . [I]f we are not careful we will go 
down this slippery slope where the military 
will be put into hunting down war criminals. 
That is not within my mandate." 

(5) On July 9, 1997, the prospective Su
preme Allied Commander in Europe, General 
Wesley Clark, during his confirmation hear
ings before the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, acknowledged his understanding of 
his predecessor's mandate and affirmed his 
intention to execute the policy in the same 
way as General Joulwan has. 

(6) On November 17, 1996, the Secretary of 
Defense stated in response to a specific ques
tion regarding the apprehension of war 
criminals in Bosnia that " the mission [in 
Bosnia] is to provide a secure environment 
so that all of the other civil functions can go 
on . . . It is not to perform [apprehension] 
functions." 

(7) On December 18, 1996, the Secretary of 
Defense reaffirmed that the apprehension of 
war criminals " was not an IFOR mission, 
[and] it will not be an SFOR mission ... 
[L]ocating and arresting the criminals is a 
mission for a police force. " 

(8) On March 3, 1997, the Secretary of De
fense stated that " [t]he apprehension of war 
criminals is not a part of the mission ... It 
is a police function ... it is not a military
type mission:. " 

(9) An expansion of the U.S. mission in So
malia (that expansion being an element of 
" nation-building") specifically being the 
mandate to hunt down and arrest specific in
dividual(s), resulted in the deaths of 18 U.S. 
Special Forces in October 1993 and precip
itated the subsequent withdrawal of all 
American forces without the primary mis
sion having been accomplished. 

(10) A change in U.S. and NATO policy re
garding alleged war criminals in Bosnia 

could expose U.S. and NATO troops to direct 
combat action and ultimately jeopardize the 
peacekeeping progress, to date, of U.S. and 
NATO forces in Bosnia and could allow the 
situation to deteriorate to the conditions 
that existed before the NATO IFOR/SFOR 
mission was established. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
Congress that U.S. policy in Bosnia, as that 
relates to the use of our forces as a part of 
the NATO force, should not be changed to in
clude a NATO military mission to hunt down 
and arrest alleged war criminals and that 
there should be no change to U.S. or NATO 
policy regarding alleged war criminals until 
the Congress has had the opportunity to re
view any proposed change in policy and au
thorize the expenditure of funds for this mis
sion. 

MIKULSKI AMENDMENT NO. 839 
Mr. INOUYE (for Ms. MIKULSKI) pro

posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1005, supra; as follows: 

On page 29, line 15, strike out 
" $6,375,947 ,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" $6,390,847 ,000" . 

On page 33, line 16, strike out 
" $14,142,873,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" $14,127,873,000" . 

DODD AMENDMENT NO. 840 
Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DODD) proposed 

an amendment to the bill, S. 1005, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 32, line 25, after "1999" insert the 
following: " : Pr ovided, That, of the amount 
appropriated under this heading, $4,500,000 is 
available for a joint Department of Defense
Department of Veterans Affairs program of 
cooperative clinical trials at multiple sites 
to assess the effectiveness of protocols for 
treating Persian Gulf veterans who suffer 
from ill-defined or undiagnosed conditions". 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 841 
Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. KENNEDY) pro

posed an amendment to the bill , S. 
1005, supra; as follows: 

On page 34, before the period on line 3, add 
the following: " : Provided, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading, $5,000,000 
shall be available for a facial recognition 
technology program". 

SNOWE (AND COLLINS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 842 

Mr. STEVENS (for Ms. SNOWE, for 
herself and Ms. COLLINS) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1005, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 34, line 3, at the appropriate place 
insert the following: ": Provided , That, 
$2,000,000 shall be made available only for a 
joint service core research project to develop 
a prototype hybrid integrated sensor array 
for chemical and biological point detection." 

SESSIONS AMENDMENT NO. 843 
Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. SESSIONS) pro

posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1005, supra; as follows: 

On page 34, before the period on line 3, add 
the following: ": Provided, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading, $6,000,000 
shall be available for a conventional muni
tions demilitarization demonstration pro
gram" . 
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GRASSLEY AMENDMENT NO. 844 

Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. GRASSLEY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1005, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. . Effective on June 30, 1998, section 

8106(a) of the Department of Defense Appro
priations Act, 1997 (titles I through VIII of 
the matter under section lOl(b) of Public 
Law 104- 208; 110 Stat. 3009-111; 10 U.S.C. 113 
note), is amended by striking out "$3,000,000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,000,000". 

CONRAD (AND DORGAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 845 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. CONRAD (for himself and Mr. 

DORGAN) submitted an amendment in
tended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1005, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the fol
lowing: 
SEC. . AIR FORCE AIRCRAFT ENGINE MOD· 

ERNIZATION PROGRAM. 
(a) ENGINE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM.-(!) 

The Secretary of the Air Force may carry 
out a program to replace existing engines on 
Air Force aircraft in active service with 
commercial aircraft engines. Any such re
placement engine may only be an engine 
that is a commercial item described in sec
tion 4(12)(A) of the Office of Federal Procure
ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 403(12)(A)). 

(2) An engine modernization program car
ried out under this section may include (in 
addition to other elements) any or all of the 
following elements: 

(A) Integration of replacement engines and 
related equipment into existing aircraft and 
testing of the integrated engines and related 
equipment. 

(B) Fabrication and installation of the re
placement engines and related equipment. 

(C) Acquisition of the replacement engines 
and related equipment by means of leasing 
under commercial terms and conditions, in
cluding commercial terms and conditions 
pertaining to indemnification. 

(D) Acquistion of the logistical support for 
the replacement engines and related equip
ment. 

(b) MULTIPLE CONTRACTS AUTHORIZED.-The 
Secretary may enter into more than one con
tract for the purposes of subsection (a). 

(c) LEASE TERMS AND CONDITIONS.-(1) A 
contract for the lease of aircraft engines and 
related equipment under this section may be 
for a period not to exceed 30 years. 

(2) Any contract for the lease of aircraft 
engines and related equipment under this 
section may provide for the termination li
ability of the United States under the con
tract. Any such termination liability shall 
be subject to a limitation in the contract 
that any obligation of the United States to 
pay the termination liability is subject to 
the availability of funds specifically appro
priated for that purpose pursuant to an au
thorization of appropriations specifically for 
that purpose. 

(3)(A) Any contract for the lease of aircraft 
engines and related equipment entered into 
under this section may provide for the 
United States to indemnify the lessor for 
any covered loss (except as provided in sub
paragraph (C)). 

(B) A covered loss under this paragraph 
may, to the extent provided in the contract, 
include any loss, injury, or damage to the 
lessor, any employee of the lessor, or any 
third party, or to any property of the lessor 

or a third party, that arises out of, or is re
lated to, the lease. 

(C) Any such requirement for indemnifica
tion shall be subject to a limitation in the 
contract that any obligation of the United 
States to pay such indemnification is subject 
to the availability of funds specifically ap
propriated for that purpose pursuant to an 
authorization of appropriations specifically 
for that purpose. 

(D) The United States shall not be required 
to indemnify a lessor, and a contract under 
this section may not obligate the United 
States to indemnify a lessor, for a loss, in
jury, . or damage that is caused by willful 
misconduct of managerial personnel of the 
lessor or of the engine supplier. 

(d) SOURCE OF FUNDS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law (including any 
law regarding fiscal year limitations), pay
ments under any such contract for a fiscal 
year may be made from funds appropriated 
for the Air Force for that fiscal year for op
erations and maintenance. 

(e) WAIVER OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF 
LAW.-The Secretary of the Air Force may 
enter into contracts and incur obligatiqns 
under this section without regard to the fol
lowing provisions of law: 

(1) The limitations on making and author
izing an obligation and involving the United 
States in a contract or obligation that are 
set forth in section 1341 of title 31, United 
States Code. 

(2) The limitations on accepting voluntary 
services and employing personal services 
that are set forth in section 1342 of such 
title. 

(3) The limitations on availability of funds 
that are set forth in section 1502 of such 
title. 

(4) Any apportionment or other division of 
appropriations, any other administrative re
striction, and any reporting requirement 
that, but for this paragraph, would otherwise 
apply to the contract or obligation under 
subchapter II of chapter 15 of such title. 

(5) The limitations on contracting and pur
chasing that are set forth in section 3732(a) 
of the Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. ll(a)). 

(f) BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF LEASES.-(!) 
The Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of 
the Air Force, and the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget shall treat a con
tract for a lease entered into pursuant to 
this section as an operating lease for all pur
poses of the Federal budget without regard 
to any provision of law relating to the Fed
eral budget, including part C of title II of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900 et seq.) and 
any regulation or directive (including any 
directive of the Office of Management and 
Budget) issued thereunder. 

(2) The Secretary may enter into contracts 
under this section only to the extent, and in 
the amount, specifically provided in an Act 
enacted after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. A provision in an Act enacted after 
the date of the enactment of this Act that 
provides specific authority to enter into a 
contract under this section, subject to a spe
cific maximum dollar amount, shall not be 
considered to be budget authority for any 
purpose , and appropriations provided in an
nual appropriations Acts for payments of 
United States obligations under such a con
tract as those payments become due shall be 
considered to be budget authority. 

(g) PRIOR CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.
Before entering into a contract under this 
section, the Secretary shall notify the con
gressional defense committees and the Com
mittees on the Budget of the Senate and 

House of Representatives of the Secretary's 
intent to enter into the contract and certify 
to those committees that such contract is in 
the national interest. The contract may theri 
be entered into only after the end of the 30-
day period beginning on the date of such no
tification and certification. 

STEVENS (AND INOUYE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 846. 

Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr. 
INOUYE) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 1005, supra; as follows: 

At an appropriate place in the bill insert: 
SEC. . FINDINGS. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
at the Madrid summit, decided to admit 
three new members, the Czech Republic, Po
land and Hungary; 

The President, on behalf of the United 
States endorsed an advocated the expansion 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to 
include three additional members; 

The Senate will consider the ratification of 
instruments to approve the admissions of 
new members to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization; 

The United States has contributed more 
than $20,000,000,000 since 1952 for infrastruc
ture and support of the Alliance; 

In appropriations Acts likely to be consid
ered by the Senate for fiscal year 1998, 
$449,000,000 has been requested by the Presi
dent for expenditures in direct support of 
United States Participation in the Alliance; 
and 

In appropriations Acts likely to be consid
ered by the Senate for Fiscal year 1998, 
$9,983,300,000 has been requested by the Presi
dent in support of United States military ex
penditures in North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation countries. 
SEC .. 

The Secretary of Defense shall identify and 
report to the congressional defense commit
tees not later than October l, 1997; (1) the 
amounts necessary, by appropriation ac
count, for all anticipated costs to the U.S., 
for the admission of the Czech Republic; Po
land and Hungary to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization for the fiscal years 
1998,1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002, and; (2) any new 
commitments or obligations entered into or 
assumed by the United States in association 
with the admission of new members to the 
Alliance, to include the deployment of 
United States military personnel, the provi
sion of defense articles or equipment, train
ing activities and the modification and con
struction of military facilities. 

ROBB AMENDMENT NO. 847 
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. ROBB submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill, S. 1005, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8099. Of the total amount appropriated 

under title IV for the Navy, the Secretary of 
the Navy shall make $36,000,000 available for 
a program to demonstrate expanded use of 
multitechnology automated reader cards 
throughout the Navy and the Marine Corps, 
including demonstration of the use of the so
called " smartship" technology of the ship
to-shore work load/off load program. 

HARKIN AMENDMENT NO. 848 

Mr. HARKIN proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 1005, supra; as follows: 
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At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. . None of the funds available to the 

Department of Defense under this Act may 
be obligated or expended to pay a contractor 
under a contract with the Department of De
fense for any costs incurred by the con
tractor when it is made known to the Fed
eral official having authority to obligate or 
expend such funds that such costs are re
structuring costs associated with a business 
combination that were incurred on or after 
July 15, 1997. 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that a full com
mittee hearing has been scheduled be
fore the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

The hearing will take place W ednes
day, July 23, 1997, at 9:30 a.m. in room 
SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of this hearing· is to 
broadly examine three aspects of nat
ural gas issues into the next century. 
Specifically, the committee will want 
to look at world energy supply and de
mand to 2015, what percentage of that 
will be filled by natural gas and how 
this could be impacted by other large 
scale energy projects, such as nuclear, 
that are being developed in Asia. Sec
ond would be to explore the role of 
Government in large scale gas projects 
in foreign countries, what type of as
sistance the U.S. companies competing 
for overseas projects receive from the 
U.S. Government and what can be done 
in the United States to make American 
gas more competitive worldwide. Third 
would be to examine the emerging· 
technologies in gas field development 
that are making natural gas more eco
nomical to market. 

Those who wish to testify or to sub
mit written testimony should write to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC 20510. Presentation of oral testi
mony is by committee in vi ta ti on only. 
For further information, please contact 
Jo Meuse or Brian Malnak at (202) 224-
6730. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

EXPLANATION OF SELECTED 
VOTES ON SPENDING PORTION 
OF THE BALANCED BUDGET ACT 
OF 1997 

•Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, re
cently, the Senate considered historic 
changes to preserve Medicare for future 
generations. I think it is important to 
outline my views in detail on a few of 
the key votes cast regarding these 
issues. 

I believe, as legislators, a chief con
cern must be protecting Medicare sol
vency for the long term. The Medicare 

Program is in a crisis situation. As re
ported in the most recent Medicare 
trustees report, the hospital insurance 
trust fund will be bankrupt by the year 
2001. Hence, immediate action must be 
taken to save this vital program. 

The change contained in the bill 
would bring Medicare 's eligibility age 
in line with the Social Security's eligi
bility age and would do it over a long 
period of time. Importantly, the in
creased eligibility age does not begin 
to phase in until 2003 and then in
creases slowly over 24 years. In es
sence, this position will not be fully in 
place for 30 years. This means that the 
full 2-year increase would only apply to 
individuals currently 36 years old and 
younger. 

This was, for me, a close question. 
However, as noted, this provision will 
not begin to be phased in for 6 years. 
For that reason-to launch a process 
that can lead to a positive, permanent 
solution-I voted in support, but with 
significant hesitations. If, in the next 
several years, my concerns can be alle
viated, I will continue to support the 
proposal. If not, I will withdraw my 
support well in advance of 2003. Espe
cially relevant will be the findings of 
the Medicare Reform Commission, cre
ated by this legislation, on how best to 
maintain the long-term solvency of 
this program. Specifically, will the 
Commission support an increase in the 
Medicare eligibility age? If the report 
rejects this idea I would withdraw my 
support. In addition, well before any 
change in age, we need to fully address 
how the health care needs of low-in
come seniors between the ages of 65 to 
67, will be met once this provision is 
implemented. Failure to do so would 
also be grounds for rejecting the pro
posal. And finally, we must develop 
ways by which middle-income seniors 
will be able to purchase and maintain 
their insurance under such a provision. 
This may be through medical savings 
accounts or other means, but we must 
ensure that viable alternatives are 
available to all seniors. If, in the next 
2 to 3 years, these concerns are not ad
dressed, or the Medicare Commission 
disagrees with our actions, I will with
draw my support for increasing the eli
gibility age. 

Another long-term reform proposal 
debated concerns the bill 's plan to 
means test Medicare part B premiums. 
Currently, seniors pay 25 percent of 
their part B premium while the Federal 
Government pays 75 percent of their 
premium. The bill would require sen
iors with incomes starting at $50,000-
for a single senior-to pay a larger per
cent of this premium, with seniors 
making· $100,000 a year required to pay 
the entire portion of their premium
up to $2,160 a year. Senator KENNEDY 
offered an amendment to strike the 
means testing of premiums that was 
included in the Medicare bill. I sup
ported the effort to strike this provi
sion. 

Unlike the eligibility age issue, the 
means testing proposal would have im
mediate effect. I was concerned that 
before such a fundamental change took 
place, the issue should be reviewed and 
the consequences closely examined. We 
have not had hearings on this issue and 
I believe that hearings and closer re
view are necessary before a change of 
this magnitude is made to the Medi
care Program. Further, I do not believe 
we should consider a proposal such as 
means testing until we have other via
ble alternatives in place such as med
ical savings accounts, to give middle
income seniors a way to better afford 
their Medicare and health services. In 
my judgment, to immediately imple
ment the proposal in the bill would un
fairly pull the rug out from under mid
dle-income seniors without adequate 
notice or the provision of a legitimate 
option. This isn't fair. 

To me, a $50,000 income isn't 
wealthy. Moreover, many seniors who 
would have their premiums dramati
cally increased have carefully prepared 
and planned their retirements. Their 
incomes may already be committed to 
maintaining the mortgage and upkeep 
of a home, support of relatives, or sav
ing for special nursing home care and 
so on. To change the rules this substan
tially and in the middle of the game, 
with no time for adjustment is wrong.• 

HARRISVILLE ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL, A 1997 NATIONAL BLUE 
RIBBON SCHOOL OF EXCELLENCE 

• Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
recognize Harrisville Elementary 
School of Harrisville, WV. This fine 
public school was recently selected as a 
1997 National Blue Ribbon School of 
Excellence by the U.S. Department of 
Education. It was 1 of 7 elementary 
schools in my State to receive this 
prestigious award, and 1 of 38 West Vir
ginia schools that have been recognized 
since the National Blue Ribbon School 
Program began in 1982. 

Schools are judged on curriculum, 
leadership, teaching environment, stu
dent performance on standardized 
tests, parent and community support, 
graduation rates and post graduation 
pursuits. Harrisville Elementary's goal 
is "to educate all students to their 
maximum abilities." Although 65 per
cent of the students are from low socio
economic backgrounds, a high level of 
achievement is expected of all stu
dents. Along with Principal Marion 
Roby; teachers, support staff, parents, 
and community members work to
gether to provide students with quality 
learning experiences. This dedication 
to student success and academic excel
lence is evident in the remarkable 
growth the students have achieved. 
Student total battery scores on the 
CTBS/4 test have increased from the 
47th percentile to the 88th percentile. 
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Located in the north-central part of 

the State, Harrisville Elementary 
School was the first school in Ritchie 
County to have a networked computer 
lab where all students have daily 
scheduled class. The students also par
ticipate in STARS (Special Time with 
At-Risk Students) and take part in 
GATORS (Guiding Attitudes Toward 
Outstanding Responsible Students). 
These two staff designed programs pro
mote life-long decisionmaking skills 
and build self esteem. The school pi
loted a comprehensive health program, 
Know Your Body, which was later 
adopted by the rest of the country. The 
school's staff is one of the best in the 
State with four Ritchie County Teach
ers of the Year, including the 1996 hon
oree. 

As a National Blue Ribbon School, 
Harrisville Elementary School is a role 
model for other schools across the 
country on how teachers, administra
tors, parents and students can work 
togther to create an educational envi
ronment that helps children excel. Ev
eryone in the Harrisville community 
should be proud of the notoriety that 
their local institution has achieved. It 
is my pleasure to publicly congratulate 
this school for its commitment to aca
demic success. I know that this school 
will continue its good work and rep
resent West Virginia proudly on a na
tional level.• 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY SUM-
MER AGRICULTURAL INSTITUTE 

• Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
it is with considerable pride I share 
with you today an educational program 
that is bringing hope and insight to 
students in Oregon. It is characterized 
by voluntarism, authentic educational 
programs, and community involve
ment. The program itself, and its indi
vidual parts, serves as a model for edu
cational reforms throughout our Na
tion. 

The Oregon State University Sum
mer Agricultural Institute, which is 
currently in its 8th year, consists of 
teachers taking a week long course de
signed to enhance their understanding 
of agriculture in Oregon. After a day of 
initial study at the university, teach
ers are immersed in authentic, hands
on learning. They visit actual working 
farms and ranches, processing plants, 
forestry sites, and dairy farms. Addi
tionally, each teacher spends 1 night 
with a family that owns and operates a 
farm or ranch. Teachers in the program 
also experience a day of role reversal as 
they become the students of boys and 
girls involved in Future Farmers of 
America. The teachers learn how rel
evant and meaningful learning takes 
place in the lives of these young people 
as they farm and raise animals. 

Teachers must pay a small fee for the 
class but the overwhelming majority of 
costs are met through donations. These 

gifts of money, time, and resources by 
agricultural comm uni ties in Oregon 
provide the financial backbone of the 
program. 

The institute ends with a dinner 
where teachers are given the oppor
tunity t o share their reflections on the 
week. During this evening it is com
mon for teachers to share an increased 
sense of appreciation for agriculture. 
The advanced level of education pos
sessed by farmers and ranchers, their 
commitment to responsible steward
ship of the land, and their incredible 
work ethic leave the teachers not only 
impressed but touched. One teacher 
tearfully remarked, " Oregon's land is 
in good hands. Thank you." 

Teachers leave the week with the 
necessary knowledge and motivation to 
develop meaningful curricula related 
to agriculture in Oregon. Lafona Jen
sen, the chairwoman of the program, 
Karen Stephenson, the coordinator of 
the program, and Dr. Lee Cole, the in
structor of record, are individuals mak
ing a genuine difference in the lives of 
young people in Oregon. 

I strongly encourage States with 
similar agricultural interests as Or
egon to look closely at this program. 
The Oregon State University Summer 
Agricultural Institute is a model for 
communities desiring to design edu
cational programs that promote au
thentic learning and an appreciation 
for the important role agriculture 
plays in our society.• 

NATIONAL CHARACTER COUNTS 
WEEK 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Calendar 80, Senate Resolution 
63. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 63) proclaiming the 
week of October 19 through 25, 1997, as " Na
tional Character Counts Week." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table, and that any statements re
lating to the resolution appear in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 63) was con
sidered and agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

as follows: 
S. RES. 63 

Whereas young people will be the stewards 
of our communities, Nation, and world in 

critical times, and the present and future 
well-being of our society requires an in
volved, caring citizenry with good character; 

Whereas concerns about the character 
training of children have taken on a new 
sense of urgency as violence by and against 
youth threatens the physical and psycho
logical well-being of the Nation; 

Whereas more than ever, children need 
strong and constructive guidance from their 
families and their communities, including 
schools, youth organizations, religious insti
tutions, and civic groups; 

Whereas the character of a nation is only 
as strong as the character of its individual 
citizens; 

Whereas the public good is advanced when 
young people are taught the importance of 
good character and that character counts in 
personal relationships, in school, and in the 
workplace; 

Whereas scholars and educators agree that 
people do not automatically develop good 
character and, therefore, conscientious ef
forts must be made by institutions and indi
viduals that influence youth to help young 
people develop the essential traits and char
acteristics that comprise good character; 

Whereas although character development 
is, first and foremost, an obligation of fami
lies, the efforts of faith communities, 
schools, and youth, civic, and human service 
organizations also play a very important 
role in supporting family efforts by fostering 
and promoting good character; 

Whereas the Senate encourages students, 
teachers, parents, youth, and community 
leaders to recognize the valuable role our 
youth play in the present and future of our 
Nation and to recognize that character is an 
important part of that future; 

Whereas in July 1992, the Aspen Declara
tion was written by an eminent group of edu
cators, youth leaders, and ethics scholars for 
the purpose of articulating a coherent frame
work for character education appropriate to 
a diverse and pluralistic society; 

Whereas the Aspen Declaration states, "Ef
fective character education is based on core 
ethical values which form the foundation of 
democratic society."; 

Whereas the core ethical values identified 
by the Aspen Declaration constitute the 6 
core elements of character; 

Whereas the 6 core elements of character 
are trustworthiness, respect, responsibility, 
fairness, caring, and citizenship; 

Whereas the 6 core elements of character 
transcend cultural, religious, and socio
economic differences; 

Whereas the Aspen Declaration states, 
"The character and conduct of our youth re
flect the character and conduct of society; 
therefore, every adult has the responsibility 
to teach and model the core ethical values 
and every social institution has the responsi
bility to promote the development of good 
character."; 

Whereas the Senate encourages individuals 
and organizations, especially those who have 
an interest in the education and training of 
our youth, to adopt the 6 core elements of 
character as intrinsic to the well-being of in
dividuals, communities, and society as a 
whole; and 

Whereas the Senate encourages commu
nities, especially schools and youth organi
zations, to integrate the 6 core elements of 
character into programs serving students 
and children: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate-
(1) proclaims the week of October 19 

through October 25, 1997, as "National Char
acter Counts Week"; and 
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(2) requests that the President issue a 

proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States and interested groups to em
brace the 6 core elements of character and to 
observe the week with appropriate cere
monies and activities. 

AUTHORIZATION TO CORRECT ER
RORS IN ENGROSSMENT OF S. 936 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be

half of Senator THURMOND, I ask unani
mous consent that the Secretary be au
thorized to correct errors in the en
grossment of the act, S. 936, the De
fense authorization bill for the fiscal 
year 1998, which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The material follows: 
On page 487, after line 3, insert the fol

lowing: 
SEC. 1091. REVIEW OF EXISTING ENVIRON

MENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE 
PRESENCE OF THE ARMED FORCES 
IN BERMUDA. 

Not later than 120 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De
fense shall submit to the congressional de
fense committees a report on any remaining 
environmental effects of the presence of the 
Armed Forces of the United States in Ber
muda. 

On page 569, strike out line 3 and all that 
follows through line 10 on page 570 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

(a) CONVEYANCE AU'l'HORIZED.-Subject to 
the provisions of this section and notwith
standing any other law, the Secretary of the 
Army may convey, without consideration, by 
fee simple absolute deed to Harnett County, 
North Carolina, all right, title, and interest 
of the United States of America in and to 
one parcel of land, Tract No. 404-2, con
taining approximately 157 acres, more or 
less, located at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, 
together with any improvements thereon, for 
educational purposes. 

(b) SALE AUTHORJZED.-Subject to the pro
visions of this section and notwithstanding 
any other law, the Secretary of the Army 
may convey, at fair market value, by fee 
simple absolute deed to Harnett County, 
North Carolina, all right, title, and interest 
of the United States of America in and to 
one parcel of land, Tract No. 404- 1, con
taining 137 acres, more or less, located at 
Fort Bragg, North Carolina, together with 
any improvements thereon. 

(C) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.-The convey
ance or sale by the United States under this 
section shall be subject to the following con
ditions to protect the interests of the United 
States: 

(1) The County shall pay all costs associ
ated with the conveyance or sale authorized 
by this section, including but not limited to 
environmental analysis and documentation, 
survey costs and recording fees. 

(2) Notwithstanding the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
9601 et seq.), the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.) or any other 
law, the County, and not the United States, 
shall be responsible for any environmental 
restoration or remediation required on the 
property conveyed or sold, and the United 
States shall be forever released and held 
harmless from any obligation to conduct 
such restoration or remediation and any 
claims or causes of action stemming from 
such remediation. 

(d) REVERSION.- If the Secretary deter
mines at any time that the real property 
conveyed pursuant to subsection (a) is not 
being used for the purpose specified in that 
subsection, all right, title, and interest in 
and to the property, including any improve
ments thereon, shall revert to the United 
States, and the United States shall have the 
right of immediate entry thereon. 

(e) LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF REAL PROPERTY 
AND PAYMENT OF COSTS.-The exact acreage 
and legal description of the real property de
scribed in subsections (a) and (b) shall be de
termined by a survey or surveys, the costs of 
which the County shall bear. 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, JULY 15, 
1997 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today it 
stand in adjournment until the hour of 
10 a.m. on Tuesday, July 15. I further 
ask that on Tuesday, immediately fol
lowing the prayer, the routine requests 
through the morning hour be granted, 
and the Senate then proceed to a pe
riod of morning business until the hour 
of 11 a.m. with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes with the fol
lowing exceptions: 

Senator MURKOWSKI, 15 minutes; 
Senators HAGEL and CLELAND sharing 

20 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I also 

ask unanimous consent that at 11 a.m. 
the Senate resume consideration of S. 
1005, the Defense Department author
ization bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I further ask unani
mous consent that from 12:30 p.m. until 
2:15 p.m. the Senate recess for the 
weekly policy luncheons to meet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 

leader asked that all Members be in
formed that tomorrow the Senate will 
be in a period of morning business until 
the hour of 11 a.m. 

By previous consent, at 11 a.m. the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
1005, the Department of Defense appro
priations bill with only those amend
ments listed this evening under our 
unanimous-consent agreement being in 
order. Following the disposition of 
those amendments the Senate will pro
ceed to a vote on final passage of the 
Department of Defense appropriations 
bill. Hopefully that will be by early 
afternoon. By consent, the Senate will 
recess from 12:30 p.m. to 2:15 p.m. for 
the weekly policy luncheons to meet. 
Following that recess, the Senate will 
hopefully begin consideration of the 
energy and water appropriations bill. 

Senators should keep in mind that 
the Senate hopes to complete action on 
three to four major appropriations bills 
this week. Therefore, late sessions can 
be expected, and votes should be antici
pated throughout each day of the Sen
ate session. On behalf of the leadership, 
we thank our colleagues for the co
operation of the Senate today. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if my 
friend from Hawaii has no further busi
ness to raise, and if there be no further 
business to come before the Senate, I 
now ask that the Senate stand in ad
journment as under the previous order. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:43 p.m., 
adjourned until Tuesday, July 15, 1997, 
at 10 a.m. 
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